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September  25,  2009 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  DIRECTOR,  DEFENSE  CONTRACT  MANAGEMENT 

AGENCY 

AUDITOR  GENERAL,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

SUBJECT:  Transition  Planning  for  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  IV  Contract 
(Report  No.  D-2009-1 14) 

We  are  providing  this  report  for  review  and  comment.  We  considered  comments  from  the 
Executive  Director,  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program,  and  the  Commander,  Defense 
Contract  Management  Agency  International,  when  preparing  the  final  report. 

DOD  Directive  7650.3  requires  that  all  recommendations  be  resolved  promptly.  While 
some  of  the  comments  from  the  Executive  Director,  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation 
Program,  and  the  Commander,  Defense  Contract  Management  Agency  International,  were 
responsive,  some  were  not.  In  response  to  management  comments,  we  revised  draft  report 
Recommendations  B.2  and  D.7.d.  Therefore,  we  request  additional  comments  and 
documents  for  the  recommendations  listed  in  the  recommendations  table  on  page  ii  of  this 
report  by  October  26,  2009. 

Please  provide  comments  that  conform  to  the  requirements  of  DOD  Directive  7650.3.  If 
possible,  send  a  .pdf  file  containing  management  comments  to  audacm@,dodig.mil.  Copies 
of  management  comments  must  have  the  actual  signature  of  the  authorizing  official  for 
your  organization.  We  cannot  accept  the  /  Signed  /  symbol  in  place  of  the  actual  signature. 
If  you  arrange  to  send  classified  comments  electronically,  you  must  send  them  over  the 
SECRET  Internet  Protocol  Router  Network  (SIPRNET). 

We  appreciate  the  courtesies  extended  to  the  staff.  Please  direct  questions  to  me  at 
(703)  604-8900  (DSN  664-8900). 


Deputy  Inspector  General 
for  Auditing 


Report  No.  D-2009-114  (Project  No.  D2008-D000AS-0270.000) 


September  25,  2009 


Results  in  Brief:  Transition  Planning  for  the 
Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  IV 
Contract 


What  We  Did 

We  determined  whether  the  Army  adequately 
planned  for  the  transition  from  the  Logistics  Civil 
Augmentation  Program  (LOGCAP)  III  to  the 
LOGCAP  IV  contract.  This  audit  focused  on  the 
task  orders  for  the  transferring  of  work  in  Kuwait. 

What  We  Found 

Although  the  LOGCAP  office  planned  for  the 
transfer  of  1 1  task  orders,  which  accounted  for 
$5  billion  of  $3 1  billion  spent  on  the  LOGCAP  III 
contract,  to  new  performance  contractors,  planning 
efforts  still  needed  improvement.  We  identified 
internal  control  weaknesses  in  planning,  controlling 
costs,  and  overseeing  property  and  contractors. 

•  The  LOGCAP  office  did  not  validate  that  all 
organizations  involved  in  the  transfer 
process  had  the  most  up-to-date  version  of 
the  transition  plan  (Finding  A). 

•  Despite  spending  $3 1  billion  on  LOGCAP  III 
work,  the  LOGCAP  procuring  contracting 
officer  did  not  develop  a  standard 
performance  work  statement  or  identify  goods 
and  services  that  could  be  acquired  under 
firm-fixed-price  task  orders,  both  of  which 
would  have  reduced  costs  to  the  Army 
(Finding  B). 

•  The  LOGCAP  office  did  not  properly 
oversee  $4  billion  in  LOGCAP  property  and 
has  no  assurance  that  all  Government 
property  will  transfer  to  new  performance 
contractors  (Finding  C). 

•  The  quality  assurance  representative  and 
contracting  officer’s  representatives  (CORs) 
in  Kuwait  did  not  evaluate  contractor 
performance  on  a  consistent  and  routine 
basis  (Finding  D). 

What  We  Recommend 

•  The  Executive  Director,  LOGCAP,  should 
finalize  all  transfer  procedures,  distribute  the 


current  transition  plan  to  all  organizations 
involved  in  the  transfer,  and  ensure  that  all 
personnel  perform  transition  functions  as 
delegated.  The  Executive  Director  should  also 
ensure  that  the  procuring  contracting  officer 
develops  a  standard  performance  work 
statement,  establishes  a  plan  to  identify  goods 
and  services  that  can  be  acquired  using 
firm-fixed-price  task  orders,  and  develops  a 
pricing  model  to  assist  in  requirements 
generation.  Easily,  the  Executive  Director 
should  require  that  a  Defense  Contract 
Management  Agency  (DCMA)  property 
administrator  maintain  a  Government  list  to 
track  EOGCAP  property. 

•  The  Commander,  DCMA  International, 
should  identify  a  process  to  hold  officials 
accountable  for  not  completing  requirements, 
should  assess  the  quality  officials’  workload, 
and  should  provide  additional  training.  The 
Commander  should  also  direct  the  LOGCAP 
quality  assurance  representative  to  update 
review  checklists,  conduct  the  required 
number  of  reviews,  assist  CORs  as  required, 
and  verify  that  personnel  perform  their 
functions  in  accordance  with  DCMA  policy. 

Management  Comments  and 
Our  Response 

We  received  comments  from  the  Executive 
Director,  EOGCAP,  and  the  Commander,  DCMA 
International.  The  Executive  Director  and  the 
Commander  made  many  statements  that  disagreed 
with  the  recommendations.  However,  many  of 
their  comments  described  actions  that  were  taken 
that  met  the  intent  of  the  recommendations.  Eor 
others,  we  require  additional  comments  and  more 
documentation.  Please  see  the  recommendations 
table  on  the  back  of  this  page. 
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Introduction 

Objectives 

Our  audit  objective  was  to  determine  whether  the  Army  adequately  planned  for  the 
transition  from  the  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation  Program  (LOGCAP)  III  contract  to  the 
LOGCAP  IV  contract.  See  Appendix  A  for  a  discussion  of  the  scope  and  methodology  and 
prior  audit  coverage  related  to  the  audit  objectives. 

We  performed  this  audit  pursuant  to  Public  Law  110-181,  “The  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2008,”  section  842,  “Investigation  of  Waste,  Fraud,  and 
Abuse  in  Wartime  Contracts  and  Contracting  Processes  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,” 

January  28,  2008.  Section  842  requires  thorough  investigation  and  auditing  to  identify 
potential  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  in  the  performance  of  DOD  contracts,  subcontracts,  and 
task  and  delivery  orders  for  the  logistical  support  of  coalition  forces  in  Iraq  and 
Afghanistan.  Further,  section  842  requires  thorough  investigation  and  auditing  of  Federal 
agency  contracts,  subcontracts,  and  task  and  delivery  orders  for  the  performance  of 
security  and  reconstruction  functions  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan.  DOD  plans  to  transfer 
logistics  support  for  contingency  operations  in  Kuwait,  Iraq,  and  Afghanistan  from  the 
LOGCAP  III  contractor  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  contractors.  This  audit  focused  on  the  task 
orders  for  the  transferring  of  work  in  Kuwait;  however,  the  Army  Sustainment  Command 
(ASC)  will  use  the  Kuwait  transition  work  as  the  benchmark  for  transitioning  work  in  Iraq 
and  Afghanistan. 

Background 

In  December  1985,  the  Army  developed  LOGCAP  to  provide  contractor  logistics  support 
to  U.S.  military  forces  worldwide.  ASC  was  the  LOGCAP  executive  agent  with  overall 
program  management  responsibilities  until  September  2008.  On  October  1,  2008,  even 
though  the  Army  Contracting  Command  became  the  executive  agent,  ASC  still  acted  as 
the  executive  agent  for  LOGCAP.  To  date,  the  Army  has  awarded  four  LOGCAP 
contracts. 

LOGCAP  Contractors 

The  LOGCAP  III  contract  relied  on  only  one  contractor.  ASC  developed  a  new  strategy  for 
awarding  the  LOGCAP  IV  as  multiple  contracts.  In  April  2008,  ASC  awarded  LOGCAP 
IV  to  three  contractors — Kellogg,  Brown,  and  Root;  Fluor;  and  DynCorp  (the 
LOGCAP  IV  contractors).  The  LOGCAP  IV  includes  indefinite-delivery,  indefinite- 
quantity  contracts  in  which  the  contractors  provide  services  during  contingency 
operations.'  Currently,  DOD  has  a  need  for  logistics  support  for  contingency  operations  in 
Kuwait,  Iraq,  and  Afghanistan  that  will  transfer  services  to  LOGCAP  IV.  All  contractors 
are  required  to  compete  for  every  task  order  issued  under  the  LOGCAP  IV  contract.  The 


*  A  contingency  operation  is  a  military  operation  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  as  an  operation  in 
which  members  of  the  armed  forces  become  involved  in  military  actions  against  an  enemy  or  opposing 
military  force;  or  results  in  call  to  duty  of  uniformed  services  under  any  provision  of  law  during  a  war  or 
national  emergency  declared  by  the  President  or  Congress. 
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contract  awarded  to  each  LOGCAP  IV  contractor  has  a  potential  eontraet  value  of 
$5  billion  per  year;  the  three  eontraets  have  an  annual  potential  value  of  $15  billion.  Eaeh 
eontraet  ineludes  1  base  year  with  9  option  years.  The  three  eontraets  eolleetively  have  a 
potential  eontraet  value  of  $150  billion. 

LOGCAP  Task  Orders 

In  addition  to  the  above  work,  ASC  is  planning  to  transfer  serviees  from  1 1  task  orders 
awarded  under  the  LOGCAP  III  eontraet  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  eontraets.  The  1 1  task  orders 
eost  the  Army  $5  billion  of  the  $3 1  billion  paid  to  the  LOGCAP  III  eontraetor  for  the 
LOGCAP  III  eontraet.  The  task  orders  inelude  two  for  serviees  in  Iraq,  three  for  Kuwait 
(see  Appendix  B  for  details  on  the  serviees  provided  under  the  Kuwait  task  orders),  and 
six  for  Afghanistan.  ASC  planned  to  transfer  the  three  task  orders  for  Kuwait  first,  then  the 
six  task  orders  for  Afghanistan,  and  the  two  task  orders  for  Iraq  last.  The  three  Kuwait  task 
orders  were  to  be  first  beeause  LOGCAP  offieials  believed  that  transferring  the  task  orders 
in  Kuwait  would  be  simpler  than  in  Iraq  or  Afghanistan.  Additionally,  the  LOGCAP  offiee 
planned  to  use  Kuwait  as  a  benehmark  for  transferring  task  orders  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan 
beeause  the  environment  in  Kuwait  is  more  stable.  Therefore,  we  foeused  our  review  on 
the  transfer  of  serviees  for  Kuwait. 

Transfer  of  Services  in  Kuwait 

Planning  for  the  transfer  of  serviees  from  the  LOGCAP  III  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  began  in 
April  2008  when  the  Army  awarded  the  eontraets  to  the  three  performanee  eontraetors^ 
that  will  deliver  serviees  under  the  LOGCAP — Kellogg,  Brown,  and  Root;  Lluor;  and 
DynCorp.  ASC  initially  planned  to  begin  the  transfer  of  serviees  in  Kuwait  in 
November  2008;  however,  protests  by  the  LOGCAP  III  performanee  eontraetor  postponed 
the  transition.  The  task  orders  for  Kuwait  eost  the  Army  approximately  $347  million, 
whieh  ineluded  serviees  for  the  Kuwait  Area  of  Responsibility;  Test,  Measurement,  and 
Diagnostie  Equipment;  and  serviees  for  Udairi  Airfield.  The  LOGCAP  offiee  began 
developing  a  transition  plan  eontaining  proeedures  for  transferring  serviees  from  the 
LOGCAP  III  eontraetor  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  eontraetors.  The  transfer  proeedures  were  to 
ensure  that  the  operations  of  the  LOGCAP  mission  and  the  warfighter  would  not  be 
disrupted.  The  proeedures  were  also  to  ensure  that  personnel  involved  in  the  transfer 
proeess  understood  their  role  and  responsibilities.  Ligure  1  depiets  the  LOGCAP 
organizations  involved  in  the  transfer  of  serviees  and  their  relationship  to  one  another. 


^  A  performance  contractor  conducts  the  work  to  provide  the  goods  and  services  to  the  Army  as  stipulated  in 
the  contract. 
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Figure  1,  LOGCAP  Organization 
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On  February  23,  2009,  the  transfer  of  services  in  Kuwait  began.  ASC  is  planning  to 
transfer  services  for  Afghanistan  in  October  2009.  ASC  is  still  determining  what  services 
should  be  transferred  in  Iraq,  where  operations  are  planned  to  decrease. 

ASC  made  the  Defense  Contract  Management  Agency  (DCMA)  the  administrator  of  the 
LOGCAP  III  and  LOGCAP  IV  contracts.  As  contract  administrator,  DCMA  provides 
acquisition  support,  contract  management,  and  property  accountability  services  for  the 
LOGCAP  contracts. 

Review  of  Internal  Controls 

DOD  Instruction  5010.40,  “Managers’  Internal  Control  (MIC)  Program  Procedures,” 
January  4,  2006,  requires  DOD  organizations  to  implement  a  comprehensive  system  of 
internal  controls  that  provides  reasonable  assurance  that  programs  are  operating  as 
intended  and  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the  controls.  We  identified  internal  control 
weaknesses  for  LOGCAP.  Specifically,  the  LOGCAP  office  needs  to  improve  internal 
controls  over  LOGCAP  transition  planning,  implementing  cost-control  methods,  oversight 
of  LOGCAP  property,  and  DCMA  administrative  oversight.  Implementing  all 
recommendations  will  improve  planning  by  the  LOGCAP  office  and  DCMA  to  transfer  the 
1 1  LOGCAP  III  task  orders  to  the  new  performance  contractors.  A  copy  of  this  report  will 
be  provided  to  the  senior  officials  responsible  for  internal  controls  for  the  Army  and 
DCMA. 
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Finding  A.  Transition  Planning 

Although  the  LOGCAP  office  planned  for  the  transfer  of  1 1  LOGCAP  III  task  orders  to 
the  new  LOGCAP  IV  performance  contractors,  planning  efforts  still  needed 
improvement.  The  1 1  task  orders  cost  the  Army  $5  billion  of  the  $3 1  billion  paid  to  the 
contractor  for  the  LOGCAP  III  contract.  As  of  March  2009,  program  officials  had  not 
adequately  planned  significant  tasks  for  transferring  LOGCAP  property  and  work  or 
established  the  Serco^  contractors’  role  and  responsibilities  in  Kuwait.  Planning  was 
insufficient  because  the  LOGCAP  Executive  Director  did  not  ensure  that  all 
organizations  involved  in  the  transition  process  had  the  most  up-to-date  transition  plan  or 
finalize  transfer  procedures  before  the  transfer  of  work  began.  Additionally,  while  the 
Deputy  Program  Director  for  Kuwait  (DPD-Kuwait)  developed  a  Kuwait  plan,  he  did  not 
involve  all  personnel  in  the  planning  process  or  include  country-specific  procedures.  As  a 
result,  transition  timelines  may  be  delayed,  and  the  sequence  of  events  planned  for  the 
transfer  of  work  may  be  disrupted.  It  is  essential  that  the  coordination  and  procedures 
improve  so  that  the  most  critical  transfer  of  work,  planned  for  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  can 
be  accomplished  with  minimal  effect  on  the  mission  and  warfighters  in  those  countries. 

Comprehensive  Transition  Pian 

Throughout  the  course  of  the  audit,  LOGCAP  officials  provided  us  with  multiple 
versions  of  a  transition  plan;  however,  each  organization  we  visited  provided  a  different 
version  as  the  current  transition  plan  or  had  no  plan  at  all.  The  Executive  Director  did  not 
validate  that  all  organizations  involved  in  the  transition  process  had  the  most  up-to-date 
version  of  the  transition  plan.  The  various  plans  were  not  signed,  and  some  were  not 
dated.  On  Eebruary  23,  2009,  the  Executive  Director  issued  a  comprehensive  transition 
plan.  Although  the  comprehensive  plan  was  much  improved,  the  Executive  Director  did 
not  finalize  transfer  procedures  before  the  transfer  of  work  began.  Specifically,  the 
comprehensive  plan  did  not  include  the  Serco  contractor  role  and  responsibilities  or 
DCMA  procedures  to  transfer  hazardous  material  and  warehouse  operations.  The 
Executive  Director  should  have  included  these  procedures  in  the  comprehensive  plan 
because  they  apply  to  Kuwait  as  well  as  to  transferring  work  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan. 

Transfer  of  LOGCAP  Property  and  Work 

Although  the  EOGCAP  office  planned  for  the  transfer  of  1 1  EOGCAP  III  task  orders  to 
new  performance  contractors,  planning  efforts  needed  improvement.  As  previously  stated, 
the  Army  paid  approximately  $3 1  billion  to  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor,  of  which 
$5  billion  was  paid  for  work  on  the  1 1  task  orders  planned  for  transfer  to  the  LOGCAP  IV 
contractors.  As  of  March  2009,  program  officials  had  not  adequately  planned  significant 
tasks  for  transferring  at  least  1.1  million  line  hems  worth  $4  billion  in  LOGCAP  property. 
The  LOGCAP  office  had  required  DCMA  to  develop  a  property  plan  that  included 
procedures  for  transferring  LOGCAP  property  from  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor  to  the 


^  Serco  contractors  provide  administrative  support  to  the  LOGCAP  office  and  contracting  officials  when 
executing  LOGCAP  contracts. 
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LOGCAP  IV  contractors  by  September  15,  2008.  Additionally,  the  program  office  had 
required  DCMA  to  develop  proeedures  for  determining  when  the  LOGCAP  IV  ineoming 
performanee  eontraetors  have  reaehed  full  operational  eapability"^  and  eould  fully  perform 
LOGCAP  work.  However,  the  LOGCAP  office  never  verified  that  DCMA  offieials 
developed  the  required  procedures. 

Procedures  for  Transferring  Properly 

At  the  beginning  of  the  audit,  DCMA  offieials  provided  different  versions  of  their 
property  plan;  however,  none  ineluded  proeedures  for  transferring  property  from 
one  eontraetor  to  the  others.  LOGCAP  offieials,  DCMA,  and  the  LOGCAP  eontraetors 
all  agreed  that  the  transfer  of  LOGCAP  property  to  new  performanee  contractors  in 
Kuwait  would  be  the  most  diffieult  and  eumbersome  proeess  to  eomplete  beeause  of  the 
amount  of  property  that  was  seheduled  to  transfer.  The  laek  of  proeedures  eaused 
eonfusion  among  DCMA  offieials.  Speeifieally,  DCMA-Houston  and  DCMA-Kuwait 
personnel  described  different  proeedures  for  transferring  LOGCAP  property  in  Kuwait. 

A  DCMA-Houston  offieial  and  one  of  the  LOGCAP  IV  eontraetors  stated  that  the 
property  and  equipment  would  transfer  direetly  from  the  LOGCAP  III  to  the 
LOGCAP  IV  eontraetors.  In  addition,  the  DCMA-Houston  offieial  stated  that  the  transfer 
would  oeeur  with  no  Government  oversight  unless  confliets  arose.  In  eontrast, 
DCMA-Kuwait  and  LOGCAP-Kuwait  offieials  stated  that  the  property  and  equipment 
would  transfer  from  the  LOGCAP  III  eontraetor  to  the  Government.  Then  the 
Government  would  be  responsible  for  transferring  the  LOGCAP  property  to  the 
LOGCAP  IV  performanee  eontraetors.  During  our  visit  to  Kuwait  in  December  2008,  the 
Commander,  DCMA-Kuwait,  began  updating  the  draft  DCMA-Kuwait  property  plan. 

The  DCMA  property  plan  was  ineluded  as  an  annex  to  the  eomprehensive  transition  plan 
issued  on  February  23,  2009.  However,  the  proeedures  for  transferring  LOGCAP 
property  in  the  DCMA  property  plan  still  were  not  speeifie  as  to  whether  the  property 
would  transfer  from  eontraetor  to  Government  to  eontraetor  or  from  eontraetor  to 
eontraetor.  Therefore,  DCMA  should  elarify  the  proeedures  to  transfer  LOGCAP 
property  in  the  property  plan  to  eliminate  confusion  during  future  transitions. 

Also,  the  property  plan  laeked  detailed  proeedures  for  removing  hazardous  materials  and 
instruetions  on  when  to  transfer  eontraetor  warehouse  operations.  The  property  plan 
stated  that  hazardous  material  would  be  transferred  in  aecordanee  with  applieable  laws 
and  regulations.  However,  DCMA-Kuwait  offieials  were  unable  to  explain  the 
proeedures  for  transferring  hazardous  material  and  did  not  inelude  detailed  proeedures  in 
the  plan.  Further,  as  of  Mareh  2009,  LOGCAP  offieials  were  still  planning  when  to 
transfer  warehouse  operations.  This  decision  is  important  because  the  eontraetor  owns 
and  operates  the  warehouse;  however,  the  inventory  in  the  warehouse  belongs  to 
LOGCAP.  When  the  program  offiee  transfers  warehouse  inventory  to  the  LOGCAP  IV 
eontraetors,  the  LOGCAP  III  eontraetor  may  still  need  aceess  to  the  inventory.  Aecess  to 


Full  operational  capability  occurs  when  the  Executive  Director  formally  decides  that  all  transition 
activities  are  complete  and  the  LOGCAP  IV  contractors  are  ready  to  assume  contract  obligations  in  support 
of  the  Government  and  military  units. 
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the  inventory  may  still  be  neeessary  beeause  some  inventory  may  be  needed  to  perform 
work  on  other  LOGCAP  III  task  orders,  whieh  will  not  transfer  to  the  LOGCAP  IV 
eontraet.  Therefore,  LOGCAP  offieials  should  deeide  when  to  transfer  warehouse 
operations  to  avoid  eonfusion  between  the  eontractors.  The  property  plan  was  still  in  draft 
when  the  transfer  of  property  in  Kuwait  began  in  February  2009. 

Procedures  for  Transferring  Work 

There  were  multiple  versions  of  the  LOGCAP  transition  plan,  and  a  majority  of  these 
versions  stated  that  the  transfer  of  the  task  order  work  “will  end  when  DCMA  validates 
that  the  LOGCAP  IV  eontraetors  reaehed  full  operational  eapability  to  perform  LOGCAP 
work.”  DCMA  would  then  recommend  to  the  Executive  Director  that  he  certify  the 
transfer  of  work  for  a  task  order  is  complete.  During  the  audit,  we  tried  to  determine  how 
DCMA  planned  to  validate  when  the  LOGCAP  IV  contractors  have  reached  full 
operational  capability.  Some  DCMA  officials  stated  that  they  were  not  responsible  for 
developing  the  procedures,  while  others  stated  that  the  procedures  were  still  being 
developed.  Although  they  were  responsible,  we  determined  that  DCMA  had  not 
developed  procedures  for  validating  when  the  LOGCAP  IV  contractors  have  reached  full 
operational  capability  to  perform  LOGCAP  work  until  after  the  LOGCAP  office  awarded 
the  transferring  task  orders  in  Kuwait. 

Contractor  Role  and  Responsibilities 

LOGCAP  officials  did  not  establish  or  include  in  the  comprehensive  plan  the  role  and 
responsibilities  of  Serco  contractors.  Serco  contractors  provide  administrative  support  to 
the  LOGCAP  office  and  the  procuring  contracting  officer  (PCO)^  when  executing 
LOGCAP  contracts.  The  Serco  contractors  were  significantly  involved  in  efforts  to 
transfer  LOGCAP  work.  LOGCAP  officials  stated  that  the  Serco  contractors  acted  as 
liaisons  between  the  LOGCAP  III  and  LOGCAP  IV  contractors  and  worked  closely  with 
LOGCAP  officials.  According  to  LOGCAP  and  DCMA  officials,  the  responsibilities  of 
the  Serco  contractors  included  developing  independent  government  cost  estimates  and 
performing  property  analyst  tasks  during  the  transition.  However,  LOGCAP  officials  did 
not  define  Serco ’s  role,  stating  that  the  contractor  would  do  whatever  was  needed  to 
complete  the  transfer  of  work.  It  is  important  that  the  Executive  Director  define  the 
contractor’s  role  and  responsibilities  to  ensure  that  the  contractor  does  not  perform  tasks 
that  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Government.  Eor  example,  the  Serco  contractors’ 
services  rendered  for  independent  government  cost  estimates  may  approach  being 
inherently  governmental  functions  as  described  by  Eederal  Acquisition  Regulation 
Subpart  7.5,  “Inherently  Governmental  Eunctions.”  It  is  important  that  the  Executive 


^  According  to  the  Federal  Acquisition  Regulation,  PCOs  have  authority  to  enter  into,  administer,  or 
terminate  contracts  and  make  related  determinations  and  findings.  PCOs  may  bind  the  Government  only  to 
the  extent  of  the  authority  delegated  to  them.  PCOs  must  ensure  that  all  requirements  of  law,  executive 
orders,  regulations,  and  all  other  applicable  procedures,  including  clearances  and  approvals,  have  been  met 
before  entering  into  a  contract. 
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Director  define  the  contractor’s  role  and  responsibilities  to  ensure  that  the  contractor  does 
not  perform  tasks  that  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Government. 

Plan  for  Transfer  of  Work  in  Kuwait 

According  to  the  Executive  Director,  he  relied  on  the  DPDs  for  Kuwait,  Iraq,  and 
Afghanistan  to  plan  the  transfer  of  work  in  those  countries.  The  Executive  Director 
required  that  the  DPDs  develop  a  detailed  plan  that  included  country-specific  procedures 
for  transferring  work.  However,  the  DPD-Kuwait  did  not  adequately  coordinate  with 
DCMA  and  military  units,  which  rotate  every  6  to  12  months,  to  ensure  that  they  were 
fully  aware  of  the  EOGCAP  transition  efforts  taking  place  in  Kuwait.  While  the 
DPD-Kuwait  developed  a  Kuwait  plan,  he  did  not  involve  all  personnel  in  the  planning 
process  or  include  country-specific  procedures. 

Coordination  With  Miiitary  Units 

The  comprehensive  transition  plan  required  the  DPD-Kuwait  to  make  the  military  units^ 
supported  by  the  EOGCAP  contract  aware  of  the  transition.  Their  awareness  was  needed 
to  ensure  that  no  conflicts  existed  between  transition  plans  and  the  mission  of  the  units. 
The  DPD-Kuwait  was  also  to  communicate  to  the  units  the  methodology  and  funding 
required  to  support  the  transfer  of  work  to  a  new  contractor.  Because  of  the  constant 
rotation  of  units  in  theater,  the  DPD-Kuwait  needs  to  ensure  continuous  communication. 
To  facilitate  the  transfer  of  services  in  Kuwait,  the  DPD-Kuwait  should  have  included  the 
units  early  on  in  the  planning;  however,  he  did  not.  In  fact,  unit  officials  stated  that  they 
had  not  seen  a  transition  plan  for  Kuwait  and  that  the  first  time  they  heard  about  the 
details  of  the  transfer  was  during  our  visit  to  Kuwait  in  December  2008.  According  to 
unit  officials,  the  primary  unit  in  Kuwait  that  would  support  EOGCAP  operations  had 
been  in  country  for  1  month  before  the  transfer  of  work  in  Kuwait  was  to  begin  and 
should  have  been  briefed  about  the  transfer  of  work  there.  When  asked,  the  DPD-Kuwait 
stated  that  he  would  include  the  units  in  the  planning  when  more  specific  information  was 
known  about  the  transition. 

Eurther,  unit  officials  stated  that  the  DPD-Kuwait  did  not  discuss  with  them  how  to 
transfer  EOGCAP  work  without  interrupting  their  mission.  Unit  officials  stated  that  the 
EOGCAP  III  contractor  performs  the  majority  of  the  work  to  support  the  unit  missions 
and  stated  that  they  had  serious  concerns  about  the  transfer  of  work.  Eor  example,  the 
EOGCAP  III  contractor  managed  and  staffed  work  at  six  of  eight  bases  in  Kuwait.  The 
Executive  Director  relied  on  the  DPD-Kuwait  to  ensure  that  the  units  understood  their 
responsibilities  when  transferring  work  to  new  contractors;  however,  the  Executive 
Director  did  not  ensure  that  the  DPD-Kuwait  fully  planned  the  transfer  of  work  in  Kuwait 
or  coordinated  with  the  units  responsible  for  completing  the  work. 


^  The  military  units  are  important  to  the  transition  beeause  LOGCAP  operations  support  the  missions  of 
these  military  units  in  theater.  Further,  the  military  units  provide  subjeet  matter  experts  to  aet  as  the  CORs 
and  eonduet  eontraetor  oversight. 
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Kuwait-Specific  Procedures 

The  DPD-Kuwait  did  not  include  country-specific  procedures  in  the  Kuwait  plan.  For 
instance,  the  military  units  that  support  LOGCAP  work  generally  rotate  every  6  to 
12  months.  Additionally,  the  Kuwait  Government  has  extensive  entry  requirements  and 
complex  procedures  for  issuing  badges,  which  could  significantly  delay  getting  new 
contractors  into  the  country.  However,  the  DPD-Kuwait  did  not  develop  procedures  for 
keeping  unit  officials  informed  about  the  transition  or  handling  entry  and  badge-issuing 
requirements. 

Although  the  transfer  of  services  in  Kuwait  began  in  February  2009,  the  DPD-Kuwait 
should  identify  the  country-specific  procedures  that  can  be  used  by  DPDs  for  Iraq  and 
Afghanistan  when  transferring  work  in  those  countries.  Further,  the  Executive  Director 
should  ensure  that  the  DPDs  for  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  fully  engage  all  personnel  and 
organizations  involved  in  transferring  services  to  develop  country-specific  procedures  to 
facilitate  the  transfer. 

Conclusion 

Failure  to  support  the  warfighter  during  the  transfer  of  work  is  not  an  option.  Organizations 
involved  in  the  transfer  of  work  may  not  be  fully  aware  of  the  procedures  or  their 
responsibilities,  and  the  lack  of  awareness  could  delay  planned  transition  timelines  and 
disrupt  the  sequence  of  events  planned  for  the  transfer  of  work.  The  LOGCAP  office 
should  finalize  all  procedures  that  could  affect  the  transfer  of  the  LOGCAP  work  and 
include  the  procedures  in  the  comprehensive  transition  plan.  Lurther,  the  program  office 
should  ensure  that  all  personnel  involved  in  the  transfer  of  work  receive  a  signed  and  dated 
plan.  This  will  ensure  that  all  such  personnel  are  using  the  current  and  approved  version  of 
LOGCAP  procedures.  Lastly,  the  Executive  Director  and  DPDs  must  adequately 
coordinate  with  DCMA  and  members  of  military  units,  who  rotate  every  6  to  12  months,  to 
ensure  that  they  are  fully  aware  of  the  LOGCAP  transition  efforts  taking  place.  Adequate 
coordination  with  DCMA  and  the  military  units  would  ensure  that  all  personnel  involved  in 
the  transfer  process  understand  their  role  and  responsibilities.  It  is  essential  that  the 
coordination  and  procedures  improve  so  that  the  most  critical  transfer  of  work,  planned  for 
Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  can  be  accomplished  with  minimal  adverse  effect  on  the  mission  and 
warfighters  in  those  countries.  Additionally,  documenting  lessons  learned  for  the  Executive 
Director  and  DPD  may  identify  ways  to  improve  the  transfer  of  work  in  Iraq  and 
Afghanistan,  thus  reducing  any  potential  adverse  effect  on  the  LOGCAP  mission  and  the 
warfighters. 

Recommendations,  Management  Comments,  and 
Our  Response 

A.  We  recommend  that  the  Executive  Director,  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation 
Program: 

1.  Direct  the  Commander,  Defense  Contract  Management  Agency 
International,  to: 
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a.  Clarify  procedures  to  transfer  property  from  the  Logistic  Civil 
Augmentation  Program  III  contractor  to  the  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation 
Program  IV  contractors  in  the  Defense  Contract  Management  Agency  property 
plan. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  LOGCAP,  disagreed.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  he 
issued  the  EOGCAP  transition  plan  on  Eebruary  23,  2009,  which  included  Annex  C,  the 
DCMA  International  Property  Transition  Management  Plan.  He  stated  that  Annex  C 
effectively  describes  the  Eederal  Acquisition  Regulation  process  and  procedures  for 
transferring  property  from  the  current  contractor  to  the  new  contractor.  Although  the 
Executive  Director  stated  that  the  process  implied  a  transfer  from  contractor  to 
contractor,  DCMA  International  agreed  to  amend  Annex  C  to  incorporate  specific 
language  to  make  it  clear  that  the  transfer  of  property  goes  from  contractor  to  contractor. 

Our  Response 

Although  the  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  disagreed,  his  planned  action  to  require 
DCMA  International  to  amend  Annex  C  met  the  intent  of  the  recommendation. 
Accordingly,  no  further  comments  to  the  final  report  are  required. 

b.  Finalize  procedures  to  remove  hazardous  material  and  transfer 
warehouse  operations. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  the  intent  of  Annex  C  was  to 
provide  strategic  guidance  to  the  three  contingency  areas  regarding  operations  for 
transferring  Government  property.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  it  was  not  practical 
or  reasonable  for  Annex  C  to  identify  hazardous  material  or  waste  disposal  procedures 
for  each  country.  The  Executive  Director  said  that  the  contractors  maintain  the  hazardous 
material  yards,  not  EOGCAP.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  the  Commander, 

DCMA  International,  directed  all  Contract  Management  Offices  to  develop  a  supplement 
to  Annex  C  identifying  country-specific  procedures  for  disposing  of  hazardous  material 
in  their  area  of  responsibility.  He  stated  that  the  procedures  would  be  included  in  a  theater 
fragmentation  order.  The  Executive  Director  explained  in  his  comments  the  DCMA 
Kuwait  process  for  disposing  of  hazardous  materials  during  the  transition  process.  The 
Executive  Director  noted  that  the  transfer  of  work  in  Kuwait  was  complete  and 
successful. 

Eurther,  the  Executive  Director  stated  that  until  late  in  the  transition  process,  the 
EOGCAP  team  ensured  that  the  incumbent  contractor,  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor, 
controlled  the  material  warehouse.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  once  the  incoming 
LOGCAP  IV  contractors  received  the  property,  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor  had  no  rights 
to  the  property.  Eurther,  he  stated  that  if  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor  had  other 
LOGCAP  III  task  orders  to  fulfdl,  any  property  needed  to  continue  providing  services 
was  identified  and  screened  out  before  any  property  transferred  to  the  LOGCAP  IV 
contractors. 
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Our  Response 

Although  the  Executive  Director,  LOGCAP,  disagreed,  his  comments  indicate  that 
corrective  actions  were  taken.  The  Commander,  DCMA  International  directed  ail 
Contract  Management  Offices  to  develop  a  supplement  to  Annex  C  that  includes 
country-specific  procedures  for  disposing  of  hazardous  material  and  the  control  of 
warehouse  operations  was  determined.  Accordingly,  no  further  comments  to  the  final 
report  are  required. 

2.  Finalize  all  procedures  in  the  comprehensive  transition  plan  and  include 
the  role  and  responsihilities  of  the  Serco  contractor  in  the  comprehensive  transition 
plan. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  disagreed.  He  stated,  however,  that  he  would  review 
Serco ’s  role  and  responsibilities  and,  if  required,  adjust  the  comprehensive  transition  plan 
accordingly.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  the  Serco  contract  defined  the  role  and 
responsibilities  of  Serco  contractors.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  a  U.S. 
Government  official  gives  direction  to  Serco  property  analysts.  The  Executive  Director 
stated  that  Serco ’s  input  to  property  matters  is  strictly  advisory.  The  Executive  Director 
also  stated  that  Serco  cost  analysts  provide  independent  cost  estimates  to  Government 
officials  for  final  review.  He  stated  that  he  did  not  consider  the  development  of 
independent  cost  estimates  by  Serco  contractors  as  an  inherently  governmental  function. 

Our  Response 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  did  not  fully  address  the  recommendation.  While  we 
recognize  that  the  Serco  contract  defines  contractors’  role  and  responsibilities,  the 
contract  did  not  define  the  administrative  support  Serco  contractors  would  provide  during 
the  EOGCAP  transition.  Serco  employees  were  significantly  involved  in  the  transfer  of 
work  for  EOGCAP;  however,  the  comprehensive  transition  plan  did  not  discuss  their  role 
and  responsibilities.  During  the  audit,  officials  stated  that  Serco  would  do  whatever  was 
asked  of  it  to  complete  the  transfer  of  work.  We  request  that  the  Executive  Director 
provide  in  response  to  the  final  report  the  outcome  of  his  review  and  show  that  he 
included  Serco ’s  role  and  responsibilities  in  the  updated  comprehensive  transition  plan. 

3,  Distribute  the  most  up-to-date,  signed,  and  dated  copy  of  the 
comprehensive  transition  plan  to  all  personnel  involved  in  the  Logistics  Civil 
Augmentation  Program  transition  after  the  changes  in  Recommendations  A,1 
and  A.2  are  made  to  the  plan. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  agreed  with  the  intent  of  the  recommendation.  He 
stated,  however,  that  he  disagreed  with  our  conclusion.  The  Executive  Director  stated 
that,  as  indicated  in  the  report,  he  updated  and  distributed  the  comprehensive  transition 
plan  during  the  course  of  our  review.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  the 
comprehensive  transition  plan  is  a  living  document  and  would  change  as  needed  to  reflect 
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the  conditions  on  the  ground.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  it  is  unrealistic  to  expect 
the  comprehensive  transition  plan  to  be  a  rigid  document  and  not  reflect  operating  in  a 
hostile  or  changing  wartime  environment.  The  Executive  Director  said  that  he  is  updating 
the  comprehensive  transition  plan  to  include  lessons  learned  from  the  Kuwait  transition. 
He  stated  that  updates  to  the  plan  would  be  completed  by  September  4,  2009,  when  it  is 
to  be  distributed  to  all  parties  involved  in  the  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  transition. 

Our  Response 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  comments  indicate  that  he  took  corrective  action  by 
distributing  the  plan  to  all  parties  on  September  4,  2009.  However,  the  Executive 
Director  did  not  distribute  the  updated  plan  on  September  4,  2009  as  intended. 

According  to  a  EOGCAP  official,  the  plan  will  be  distributed  on  September  18,  2009. 

We  request  that  the  Executive  Director  provide  us  with  the  updated  plan  in  response  to 
the  final  report  that  includes  the  changes  required  by  Recommendations  A.  1  and  A.2  of 
this  report. 

4.  Validate  that  the  Deputy  Program  Directors  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan: 

a.  Execute  their  role  and  responsihilities  for  transferring  services  as 
outlined  in  the  comprehensive  transition  plan. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  agreed  with  the  intent  of  the  recommendation.  He 
stated,  however,  that  he  disagreed  with  our  conclusion.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that 
he,  along  with  the  EOGCAP  transition  team,  validated  the  DPD-Kuwaif  s  role  and 
responsibilities.  He  stated  that,  through  weekly  transition  meeting  calls,  he  is  satisfied 
that  the  DPDs  for  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  understand  their  transition  role  and 
responsibilities.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  as  part  of  his  update  to  the 
comprehensive  transition  plan,  he  would  also  update  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  the 
DPDs  for  Iraq  and  Afghanistan. 

Our  Response 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  comments  indicate  corrective  actions  were  taken.  We 
request  that  the  Executive  Director  provide  a  copy  of  the  updated  plan  in  response  to  the 
final  report  documenting  the  changes  to  the  role  and  responsibilities  of  the  DPDs  for  Iraq 
and  Afghanistan. 

b.  Develop  a  country-specific  transition  plan  that  details  the  role  and 
responsibilities  for  transferring  services  from  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation 
Program  III  contractor  to  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  IV 
performance  contractors. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  agreed.  He  stated  that  the  DPDs  will  assume 
responsibility  for  the  transfer  of  work  in  their  respective  countries  following  the 
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postaward  conferences.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  he  intends  to  deploy  members 
of  the  LOGCAP  IV  transition  team  to  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  to  assist  the  DPDs.  The 
Executive  Director  stated  that  the  DPD  transition  plans  would  reflect  the  authoritative 
representation  of  military  commanders.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  the  DPDs 
would  complete  a  country-specific  transition  plan  60  days  after  the  postaward  conference. 

Our  Response 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP  planned  action  meets  the  intent  of  the 
recommendation  by  stating  that  he  will  require  the  DPDs  to  complete  a  country-specific 
plan  60  days  after  the  postaward  conference.  We  request  that  he  provide  a  copy  of  the 
DPD  country-specific  transition  plan  when  complete. 

c.  Include  the  Defense  Contract  Management  Agency  and  the  military 
units  in  country  in  the  planning  process  for  transferring  Logistics  Civil 
Augmentation  Program  work  so  that  warfighter  operations  will  not  he  interrupted. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  LOGCAP,  agreed  but  stated  that  he  disagreed  with  the 
implication  that  he  did  not  include  DCMA  and  the  military  units  in  the  planning.  The 
Executive  Director  stated  that  the  DPD-Kuwait  did  include  DCMA-Kuwait  and  the 
military  units  in  the  planning  process  for  the  transition.  The  Executive  Director  provided 
numerous  examples  in  his  response  of  the  DPD-Kuwait  coordination  efforts.  He  also 
stated  that  over  the  last  6  months  the  DPD -Afghanistan,  DCMA,  and  the  military  units 
have  met  to  discuss  the  transition  and  its  operational  impact.  The  Executive  Director 
stated  that  in  August  2009  there  would  be  a  postaward  and  transition  conference  in  which 
DCMA  would  be  a  key  participant.  He  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  conference  is  to 
develop  and  integrate  an  Afghanistan-specific  transition  plan  that  details  the  roles  and 
responsibilities  of  the  DPD -Afghanistan,  DCMA,  contractors,  and  the  military  units.  The 
Executive  Director  stated  that  by  September  30,  2009,  the  DPD-Afghanistan  would 
complete  the  transfer  of  services  from  the  LOGCAP  III  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  contractors. 

Our  Response 

The  Executive  Director,  LOGCAP  comments  indicate  corrective  actions  were  and  will  be 
taken  and  therefore,  no  further  comments  to  the  final  report  are  required. 
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Finding  B.  Implementation  of  Cost  Controls 
in  the  Acquisition  Plan 

LOGCAP  began  nearly  25  years  ago,  and  the  Army  has  spent  almost  $3 1  billion  for 
serviees  under  the  LOGCAP  III  eontraet.  However,  the  LOGCAP  Executive  Director,  in 
coordination  with  the  LOGCAP  IV  PCO,  had  not  developed  a  standard  performance 
work  statement  for  contractors  performing  LOGCAP  work  in  Kuwait.  Additionally,  the 
PCO  did  not  identify  which  goods  and  services  could  be  purchased  using  firm-fixed-price 
task  orders.  The  PCO  focused  more  on  the  immediate  need  to  award  contracts  to  the 
LOGCAP  IV  contractors  than  on  implementing  cost-control  methods  established  in  the 
ASC  acquisition  plan.  As  a  result,  the  PCO  will  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
LOGCAP  IV  acquisition  plan.  The  sooner  the  PCO  standardizes  performance  work 
statements  and  establishes  firm-fixed-price  task  orders  for  goods  and  services,  the  sooner 
the  Army  may  be  able  to  realize  quantifiable  monetary  benefits,  and  better  manage  costs. 

Acquisition  Pian 

LOGCAP  began  nearly  25  years  ago,  and  the  Army  has  spent  almost  $3 1  billion  for 
services  under  the  LOGCAP  III  contract.  According  to  the  acquisition  plan  for  the 
LOGCAP  IV  contract,  the  LOGCAP  office  intended  to  use  a  standard  performance  work 
statement,  including  a  pricing  model,  to  reduce  the  cost  of  logistics  support.  The  standard 
performance  work  statement  would  also  be  used  by  LOGCAP  officials  to  provide 
stability  and  order  in  requirements  generation. 

The  Army  awarded  the  LOGCAP  III  and  LOGCAP  IV  contractors  indefinite-delivery, 
indefinite-quantity  contracts.  The  task  orders  the  Army  awards  under  these  contracts  must 
be  in  support  of  a  contingency  operation.  According  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  acquisition  plan, 
the  use  of  indefinite-delivery,  indefinite-quantity  contracts  allows  the  PCO  to  choose 
from  three  contract  types — firm  fixed  price,  cost  plus  award  fee,  and  cost  plus  fixed  fee. 
However,  the  PCO  planned  to  award  only  cost-plus-award-fee  task  orders.  The 
acquisition  plan  stated  that  using  cost-plus-award-fee  tasks  order  for  contingency 
operations  is  appropriate  because  that  type  of  task  order  motivates  contractors  to  provide 
excellent  performance. 

The  Army,  however,  has  the  ability  to  issue  firm-fixed-price  contracts  when  costs  can 
reasonably  be  estimated,  and  cost-plus  task  orders  for  work  with  uncertain  costs.  To 
assist  with  cost  control  and  help  officials  developing  requirements,  the  PCO  could 
develop  a  standard  performance  work  statement  that  identifies  services  that  could  be 
purchased  at  a  fixed  price. 

Standard  LOGCAP  Performance  Work  Statement 

The  LOGCAP  Executive  Director  and  the  PCO  did  not  develop  a  standard  performance 
work  statement  before  issuing  the  three  Kuwait  task  order  contracts.  DCMA  and 
contractors  in  Kuwait  stated  that  the  LOGCAP  IV  performance  work  statement  was  not 
specific,  allowing  the  contractors  to  make  assumptions  about  how  to  accomplish  the  work 
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in  Kuwait.  Additionally,  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor  and  the  military  units  stated  that  the 
LOGCAP  IV  performance  work  statement  did  not  include  all  the  requirements  to  support 
the  contingency  operations  in  Southwest  Asia.  The  PCO  stated  that  she  planned  to 
complete  a  standard  performance  work  statement  before  competing  the  transferring  task 
orders  for  Iraq  and  Afghanistan. 

To  help  Commanders  in  theater  scrutinize  all  expenditures  to  verify  that  they  meet 
mission  requirements,  the  PCO  stated  that  the  ASC  Acquisition  Center  planned  to 
develop  a  pricing  model  to  include  in  the  standard  performance  work  statement  for  the 
LOGCAP  IV  task  orders.  The  PCO  stated  that  the  pricing  model  would  essentially 
include  menu  options  that  would  identify  prices  by  region  for  specific  service 
requirements,  such  as  base  life  support.  The  PCO  also  stated  that  the  standard 
performance  work  statement  would  provide  the  units  with  a  baseline  for  developing  the 
requirements.  Baseline  requirements  would  be  helpful  because  the  units  continuously 
rotate  in  theater.  However,  as  of  March  2009,  the  PCO  had  not  completed  the  pricing 
model.  The  Executive  Director,  in  coordination  with  the  LOGCAP  IV  PCO,  should  make 
developing  a  standard  performance  work  statement  a  priority  to  ensure  that  the  warfighter 
receives  quality  goods  and  services  at  the  best  price,  which  in  many  cases  may  be  a  firm 
fixed  price.  The  standard  performance  work  statement  would  also  allow  the  LOGCAP 
office  to  more  accurately  evaluate  contractor  performance.  Lurther,  the  PCO  should 
develop  the  pricing  model  to  include  in  the  standard  performance  work  statement. 

Absent  a  standard  performance  work  statement  to  guide  him,  the  DPD-Kuwait  developed 
a  performance  work  statement  for  the  LOGCAP  contractors  in  Kuwait.  The  DCMA 
administrative  contracting  officer  (ACO)  stated  that  the  DPD-Kuwait  did  not  request 
input  from  DCMA  when  developing  the  performance  work  statement.  As  the  contract 
administrator,  DCMA  could  have  provided  valuable  input  to  the  performance  work 
statement.  In  fact,  the  DCMA  ACO  reported  having  provided  the  DPD-Kuwait  with 
comments  and  corrections  for  the  performance  work  statement  that  the  DPD-Kuwait  did 
not  incorporate.  In  addition,  the  official  stated  that  the  DPD-Kuwait  developed  the 
performance  work  statement  based  on  the  military  units’  Tactics,  Techniques,  and 
Procedures  documents  and  statements  of  work  from  the  LOGCAP  III  task  orders.  The 
Tactics,  Techniques,  and  Procedures  documents  and  statements  of  work  taken  from  the 
contract  contain  the  requirements  and  unit  operations  conducted  at  each  site  to  complete 
the  units’  mission.  The  DPD  is  responsible  for  overseeing  current  operations,  assisting 
the  military  units  with  requirements  development,  and  preparing  the  performance  work 
statement  under  the  LOGCAP  III  and  IV  task  orders.  However,  officials  from  DCMA 
and  the  units  stated  that  the  Tactics,  Techniques,  and  Procedures  documents  and 
statements  of  work  taken  from  the  contract  used  by  the  DPD-Kuwait  had  not  been 
updated  in  more  than  a  year  and  did  not  reflect  current  operations. 

When  asked,  the  LOGCAP  IV  PCO  reported  she  was  not  aware  of  what  happened 
between  officials  in  Kuwait  during  the  process  of  developing  the  performance  work 
statement.  The  LOGCAP  IV  PCO  stated  that  the  DPD-Kuwait  is  required  to  coordinate 
the  performance  work  statement  with  DCMA  and  the  military  units  and  resolve  any 
problems  before  providing  the  PCO  with  the  documents. 
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Firm-Fixed-Price  Contracts 

As  noted,  LOGCAP  officials  did  not  identify  which  goods  and  services  under  the 
LOGCAP  task  orders  could  be  purchased  using  firm-fixed-price  task  orders.  According 
to  the  acquisition  plan,  the  indefinite-quantity,  indefinite-delivery  contract  awarded  to  the 
LOGCAP  IV  contractors  allowed  the  PCO  to  award  firm-fixed-price  task  orders  when 
costs  could  be  reasonably  estimated.  For  example,  the  LOGCAP  IV  PCO  stated  that  the 
cost  of  a  meal  could  be  reasonably  estimated  using  the  pricing  model  discussed  above. 
The  PCO  stated  that  the  number  of  meals  needed  may  not  be  known  until  the  requirement 
is  generated,  but  that  the  standard  meal  price  could  be  included.  Because  LOGCAP  was 
established  in  1985,  nearly  25  years  ago,  some  costs  related  to  contingency  operations 
could  reasonably  be  fixed  based  on  experience;  however,  the  LOGCAP  IV  PCO  has  yet 
to  identify  those  costs.  Limiting  the  use  of  cost-plus-award-fee  contracts  could  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  contractors’  overcharging  the  Government  for  goods  and  services  and  put 
less  strain  on  overburdened  oversight  resources.  We  recommend  that  the  LOGCAP  IV 
PCO  identify  and  establish  firm  fixed  prices  for  goods  and  services  to  ensure  that  the 
Government  is  getting  the  best  value. 

Conclusion 

The  PCO  focused  more  on  the  immediate  need  to  award  contracts  to  the  LOGCAP  IV 
contractors  than  on  implementing  cost-control  methods  established  in  the  acquisition 
plan.  The  sooner  the  PCO  standardizes  performance  work  statements  and  establishes 
firm-fixed-price  contracts  for  goods  and  services,  the  sooner  the  Army  may  be  able  to 
realize  quantifiable  monetary  benefits.  Without  a  standard  performance  work  statement, 
the  PCO  may  not  be  able  to  prevent  overcharging  on  the  LOGCAP  IV  contract. 

Management  Comments  on  the  Finding  and 
Our  Response 

A  summary  of  management  comments  on  the  finding  and  our  audit  response  are  in 
Appendix  C. 

Recommendations,  Management  Comments,  and 
Our  Response 

Revised  Recommendation 

As  a  result  of  management  comments,  we  revised  draft  report  Recommendation  B.2  to 
clarify  that  the  warfighter  requirements,  not  missions,  should  be  included  in  performance 
work  statements. 

B,  We  recommend  that  the  Executive  Director,  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation 
Program: 

1.  Require  the  procuring  contracting  officer  to: 
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a.  Complete  the  standard  performance  work  statement  for  the 
Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  before  competing  the  transferring  task 
orders  for  Iraq  and  Afghanistan, 

h.  Use  historical  data  from  prior  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation 
Program  work  to  complete  a  pricing  model  to  assist  units  in  developing 
requirements. 


c.  Establish  a  plan  to  identify  goods  and  services  within  the  task 
orders  that  could  be  acquired  using  a  firm  fixed  price,  and  develop  firm-fixed-price 
task  order  requirements. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  LOGCAP,  disagreed  with  Recommendations  B.l.a  and  B.l.b. 
For  Recommendation  B.l.a,  the  Executive  Director  stated  that  he  completed  the 
development  of  a  standard  performance  work  statement  and  that  contracting  officials 
actively  participated  in  its  development.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  program  and 
contracting  officials  also  developed  a  corresponding  pricing  matrix,  which  was  used  to 
develop  Afghanistan  task  orders.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  the  EOGCAP  office 
and  contracting  officials  acknowledge  the  value  of  incorporating  a  standard  performance 
work  statement  for  recurring  EOGCAP  services.  He  stated  that  he  intends  to  establish  a 
similar  approach  when  developing  base  life  support  requirements  for  Iraq. 

For  Recommendation  B.l.b,  he  stated  that  the  Afghanistan  task  orders  contain 
competitively  established  price  matrices  from  which  the  supported  units  may  execute 
requirements  as  needed.  The  Director  stated  that  any  service  in  the  price  matrix  can  be 
used  at  a  known  price  without  the  need  for  price  negotiation. 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP,  agreed  with  Recommendation  B.l.c.  He  stated  that 
the  EOGCAP  office  and  contracting  officials  would  use  firm-fixed-price  task  orders 
when  feasible.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  changing  operations  in  Iraq  and 
Afghanistan  dictate  the  continued  use  of  cost-type  contracts.  The  Executive  Director 
further  stated  that  he  is  working  with  the  Joint  Contracting  Command-lraq  to  identify 
services  that  could  be  purchased  with  contracts  other  than  EOGCAP.  The  Executive 
Director  also  stated  that  when  requirements  do  not  support  the  use  of  fixed  pricing,  the 
EOGCAP  office  and  contracting  offices  would  use  service  price  matrices  to  maintain  the 
price-related  benefits  of  the  competition.  The  Executive  Director  said  that  the  service 
price  matrices  allow  the  supported  unit  to  select  standard  EOGCAP  services  from  a  price 
list,  thus  minimizing  administrative  burdens,  maintaining  competitive  fees,  and 
establishing  a  benchmark  for  cost-control  measurement. 

Our  Response 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP  disagreed,  in  part,  with  the  recommendation;  however, 
his  comments  indicate  corrective  actions  were  taken.  In  response  to  the  final  report,  we 
request  that  he  provide  a  copy  of  the  standard  performance  work  statement  for  Iraq  and 
Afghanistan.  We  also  request  that  he  discuss  whether  he  plans  to  document  his  decision 
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to  use  firm-fixed-price  task  orders  when  feasible  and  whether  he  will  require  the  PCO  to 
explain  in  the  contract  file  when  task  order  requirements  do  not  support  the  use  of  fixed 
pricing. 


2,  Validate  that  the  Deputy  Program  Directors  coordinate  with  the  Defense 
Contract  Management  Agency  and  the  military  units  in  country  when  developing 
performance  work  statements  to  guarantee  that  they  accurately  reflect  warfighter 
requirements. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  LOGCAP,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  the  performance  work 
statement  should  be  based  on  conditions  and  service  requirements,  not  warfighter 
missions. 

Our  Response 

In  response  to  management  comments,  we  revised  the  recommendation  for  clarity. 
Although  we  agree  with  the  Executive  Director’s  comments,  the  warfighters  we 
interviewed  in  Kuwait  stated  that  the  performance  work  statement  for  the  Kuwait  task 
orders  did  not  include  all  the  requirements  they  needed  to  support  their  mission. 
Additionally,  DCMA  officials  stated  in  interviews  that  the  performance  work  statement 
was  very  broad.  We  request  that  the  Director  provide  comments  in  response  to  the  final 
report  on  the  revised  recommendation. 
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Finding  C.  Oversight  of  Property 

The  LOGCAP  office  did  not  properly  oversee  property  worth  at  least  $4  billion  for  the 
program.  Specifically,  DCMA  officials  were  confused  on  the  joint  inventory  process  to 
transfer  the  property  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  contractors.  This  confusion  occurred  because 
the  LOGCAP  Executive  Director  did  not  ensure  that  DCMA  finalized  the  procedures  to 
transfer  property.  As  a  result,  the  Army  has  no  assurance  that  all  Government  property 
has  been  accounted  for  and  will  be  transferred  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  contractors. 

Guidance  on  Government  Property  and  Equipment 

Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  Part  45,  “Government  Property,”  states  that  under  a  cost 
contract,  the  Government  maintains  ownership  of  all  property  that  is  Government- 
furnished  property  until  the  property  is  properly  disposed  of  Federal  Acquisition 
Regulation  Part  45  defines  Government-furnished  property  as  property  in  the  possession 
of,  or  directly  acquired  by,  the  Government  and  subsequently  furnished  to  the  contractor 
for  the  performance  of  the  contract. 

inventory  of  LOGCAP  Property 

The  FOGCAP  office  provided  insufficient  oversight  of  the  property  for  the  program.  As 
of  April  17,  2009,  the  DCMA  Property  Administrator  stated  that  there  were  at  least 
1 . 1  million  lines  of  FOGCAP  property’  totaling  almost  $4  billion.  While  the  program 
office  required  in  the  contract  that  the  contractor  maintain  an  inventory  of  the  FOGCAP 
property,  the  LOGCAP  PCO  did  not  require  that  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor  track  the 
property  by  task  order.  According  to  a  contractor  memorandum  dated  June  20,  2008, 
equipment  acquired  through  LOGCAP  III  task  orders  was  used  to  benefit  multiple  task 
orders  in  Kuwait  and  to  support  operations  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan. 

Physical  Inventory  and  Transfer  of  Property 

According  to  DCMA-Houston  officials,  the  transfer  process  begins  with  the  LOGCAP  III 
contractor  conducting  a  1 00-percent  physical  inventory  of  all  LOGCAP  property  in 
Kuwait.  Next,  DCMA  is  required  to  validate,  through  sampling,  the  LOGCAP  inventory 
to  ensure  that  it  is  accurate  and  complete.  DCMA-Houston  officials  stated  that  the 
validation  of  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor’s  inventory  should  be  verified  immediately 
following  the  completion  of  the  100-percent  inventory.  Then,  the  LOGCAP  III  and  IV 
contractors  are  to  conduct  a  joint  inventory  of  the  property  to  determine  usability  of  and 
need  for  the  property.  DCMA-Houston  officials  stated  that,  during  the  joint  inventory 
process,  they  would  reconcile  any  conflicts  between  the  contractors.  Lastly,  DCMA  is  to 
certify  when  the  contractors  have  reached  full  operational  capability  and  that  the  transfer 
process  is  complete.  Figure  2  depicts  the  actual  timeline  for  the  transfer  of  property  in 


^  DCMA  and  LOGCAP  officials  refer  to  entries  of  property  and  equipment  in  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor’s 
inventory  system  as  “property  line  items.”  LOGCAP  officials  stated  that  a  property  line  item  is  a  category 
of  property  that  can  include  multiple  pieces  of  property  or  equipment. 
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Kuwait.  While  the  proeess  and  sequence  of  events  to  transfer  services  for  other  LOGCAP 
task  orders  will  remain  the  same,  the  dates  will  change. 

Figure  2,  Timeline  for  the  Transfer  of  Property  in  Kuwait 


—  October  2008  -  DCMA  validated 
LOGCAP  III  contractor’s 
inventory 


—  February  23,  2009  -  Transfer  of 
services  began 


—  February  2009  -  GAO  overruled  protests 
from  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor 


—  September  30,  2008 
LOGCAP  III  contractor 
completed  100-percent 
inventory 


November  -  December  2008 

LOGCAP  fV  Kuwait  task  orders 
were  awarded 

November  -  December  2008 

LOGCAP  rv  Kuwait  task 
orders  were  protested  by 
LOGCAP  III  contractor 


—  Date  Unknown  - 

LOGCAP  IV  contractor 
determined  to  be  fully 
operationally  capable 

—  March  -  May  2009 
Joint  Inventory 


There  was  confusion  among  DCMA  officials  concerning  the  joint  inventory  procedures. 
For  example,  one  DCMA-Houston  official  stated  that  a  DCMA  property  administrator  will 
not  be  present  during  the  joint  inventory  but  that  Serco  contractors  will  be.  The 
DCMA-Houston  official  explained  that  DCMA  personnel  will  be  involved  in  the  transfer 
of  property  only  when  disputes  arise  between  the  contractors.  Lastly,  the  DCMA-Houston 
official  stated  that  if  a  DCMA  property  administrator  is  not  available  to  handle  the  conflict, 
a  contractor  from  Serco  will  resolve  the  issue. 

In  contrast,  a  DCMA-Kuwait  official  stated  that  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor,  the 
LOGCAP  IV  contractors,  and  DCMA  personnel  will  jointly  participate  in  the  transfer  of 
property.  This  DCMA-Kuwait  official  stressed  that  a  DCMA  property  administrator  and 
quality  assurance  representative  (QAR)  will  be  present  during  the  entire  inventory 
process.  DCMA-Kuwait  officials  acknowledged  that  a  Serco  property  analyst  will  also  be 
present  to  assist  in  and  observe  the  inventory  process.  However,  officials  stated  that  a 
DCMA  property  administrator  will  accompany  the  Serco  contractors  or  QAR  at  all  times. 
Further,  as  discussed  in  finding  A,  DCMA  officials  did  not  finalize  procedures  to 
determine  when  the  contractors  have  reached  full  operational  capability  until  after 
LOGCAP  officials  awarded  the  task  orders. 

Conclusion 

For  the  LOGCAP  IV  contracts,  the  Government  is  required  to  track  property.  However, 
the  Army  has  no  guarantee  that  the  property  and  equipment  that  the  LOGCAP  III 
contractor  is  transferring  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  contractors  is  all  of  the  property  and 
equipment  owned  by  the  Government  under  the  LOGCAP  III  contract.  Also,  there  is 
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confusion  among  DCMA  officials  on  the  joint  inventory  proeess  to  transfer  $4  billion  in 
LOGCAP  property  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  contractors,  confusion  that  could  ultimately  delay 
transition  timelines. 

Recommendation,  Management  Comments,  and 
Our  Response 

C.  We  recommend  that  the  Executive  Director,  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation 
Program,  require  that  the  Commander,  Defense  Contract  Management  Agency 
International,  ensure  that  a  property  administrator  document  and  maintain  an 
accurate  list  of  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation  Program  IV  property  and  equipment 
hy  task  order  to  ensure  accountability  for  the  property. 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  LOGCAP,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  the  Federal  Aequisition 
Regulation  requirements  in  effeet  at  the  time  the  contracting  office  awarded  the 
LOGCAP  III  contract  prohibited  the  LOGCAP  offiee  from  keeping  duplieate  reeords. 

The  Exeeutive  Director  acknowledged  that  a  June  2007  update  to  the  Federal  Aequisition 
Regulation  removed  that  direetion.  He  stated  that  the  LOGCAP  IV  contracts  contain 
Federal  Aequisition  Regulation  elause  52.245-1,  whieh  requires  the  contraetor  to  control 
the  use  of,  preserve,  protect,  repair,  and  maintain  Government  property.  The  Executive 
Direetor  said  that  DCMA  provides  contraet  property  administration  services  to  the 
LOGCAP  offiee  as  deseribed  in  Federal  Aequisition  Regulation  subpart  42.201  and 
part  45.  He  stated,  however,  that  DCMA  responsibilities  do  not  inelude  maintaining  a 
listing  of  the  Government  property  held  by  each  LOGCAP  contractor.  Rather,  the 
Exeeutive  Direetor  stated  that  the  DCMA  property  administrator  performs  an  annual 
analysis  to  validate  that  the  contractor  is  performing  in  accordance  with  the  eontraet. 

Our  Response 

We  reeognized  the  validity  of  the  Executive  Director’s  concerns  about  the  Government 
maintaining  property  records  for  LOGCAP  III,  and  modified  the  finding  to  remove  those 
seetions  that  referred  to  the  Government  maintaining  those  records.  However,  his 
eomments  indicate  that  the  LOGCAP  IV  contract  requires  DCMA  to  maintain  a  listing  of 
LOGCAP  IV  property  and  equipment  as  described  in  Federal  Aequisition  Regulation 
subpart  42.201.  Aceordingly,  no  further  comments  to  the  final  report  are  required. 
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Finding  D.  Oversight  of  Contractors 

The  QAR  and  contracting  officer’s  representatives  (CORs)  in  Kuwait  did  not  evaluate 
contractor  performance  on  a  consistent  and  routine  basis.  Conducting  consistent  and 
routine  evaluations  is  essential  to  verify  that  contractors  are  accurately  rated  on 
performance.  Further,  the  CORs  provided  inaccurate  ratings  on  5  of  the  10  performance 
reviews  of  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor  provided  to  the  Performance  Evaluation  Board. 
This  lack  of  administrative  oversight  occurred  because  DCMA  did  not  hold  the  QAR  and 
CORs  accountable  for  not  completing  their  surveillance  requirements,  and  the  QAR  did 
not  follow  the  policies  and  procedures  established  by  the  Commander,  DCMA 
International.  Also,  the  QAR  did  not  adequately  train  the  CORs  on  assessing  contractor 
performance.  As  a  result,  DCMA  may  not  be  able  to  identify  trends  in  contractor 
performance.  Further,  the  Government  may  have  a  skewed  basis  for  determining 
contractor  performance  ratings  during  the  transfer  of  services  in  Kuwait.  Lastly,  the 
Government  could  be  at  risk  of  paying  erroneous  award  fees  to  the  LOGCAP  III  and 
LOGCAP  IV  contractors  if  awards  are  based  on  inaccurate  information  obtained  from  the 
LOGCAP  Performance  Evaluation  Board.  The  award  fees  for  LOGCAP  IV  could  total  as 
much  as  $1.5  billion. 

Administrative  Oversight  of  LOGCAP 

ASC  delegated  administrative  oversight  of  LOGCAP  contracts  to  DCMA.  ASC  issued  a 
delegation  memorandum  appointing  a  DCMA  ACO  to  execute  certain  responsibilities 
identified  in  Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  42.302,  “Contract  Administration 
Functions.”  The  LOGCAP  PCO  defined  the  specific  responsibilities  from  Federal 
Acquisition  Regulation  42.302  in  a  matrix  attached  to  the  delegation  memorandum. 
According  to  the  delegation  matrix,  the  DCMA  ACO  was  required  to  ensure  that  the 
contractor  complied  with  the  requirements  in  the  LOGCAP  contract  and  the  contract’s 
statements  of  work.  The  delegation  matrix  also  required  the  DCMA  ACO  to  ensure  that 
the  contractors  complied  with  quality  assurance  requirements. 

For  the  LOGCAP  contracts,  DCMA  assigned  one  QAR  to  perform  surveillance — that  is, 
independent  examinations,  or  reviews,  of  the  contractor’s  services  in  Kuwait  to  determine 
whether  the  contractor  was  performing  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  LOGCAP 
contract.  DCMA  developed  a  Quality  Assurance  Surveillance  Plan^  (surveillance  plan)  to 
provide  oversight,  guidance,  and  direction  to  the  QAR  when  performing  surveillance 
efforts.  The  surveillance  plan  required  that  the  LOGCAP  QAR  develop  and  maintain  a 
surveillance  schedule  and  perform  and  document  reviews  of  services  and  products 
regularly. 


*  Although  DCMA  issued  the  Theater  Quality  Plan  in  Deeember  2008  to  replaee  the  Quality  Assuranee 
Surveillanee  Plan,  the  audit  team  followed  the  Quality  Assuranee  Surveillanee  Plan,  May  2008,  when 
evaluating  QAR  and  COR  duties  beeause  this  was  the  document  the  QAR  and  CORs  followed  at  the  time 
of  our  review. 
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For  LOGCAP  surveillance,  the  military  units  provide  the  QAR  with  military  personnel  to 
perform  COR  responsibilities  to  assist  in  the  contract’s  administration.  DCMA  considers 
CORs  subject  matter  experts  on  the  contractor’s  technical  performance.  The  QAR  is 
responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  CORs  conduct  quality  reviews  of  the  services  that 
contractors  provide.  The  reviews  should  be  based  on  the  requirements  identified  in  the 
LOGCAP  contracts  and  the  contract’s  statements  of  work. 

Evaluations  of  LOGCAP  Contractor  Performance 

The  QAR  and  CORs  did  not  evaluate  LOGCAP  contractors  as  required.  Specifically,  the 
surveillance  plan  required  that  the  QAR  assign  a  risk  level  to  each  service  that  the 
LOGCAP  contractor  provides.  Considerations  for  the  risk  were  assessments  of  the 
importance  of  the  service,  the  risk  associated  with  its  interruption,  and  the  frequency  of 
the  required  surveillance.  A  high-risk  service  should  be  reviewed  weekly,  a  medium-risk 
service  every  other  week,  and  a  low-risk  service  monthly.  The  QAR  and  CORs  document 
the  reviews  on  checklists. 

Of  the  seven  CORs  who  provided  contractor  evaluations  to  the  Kuwait  Performance 
Evaluation  Board,  two  did  not  conduct  the  surveillance  reviews  as  frequently  as  the  risk 
level  assigned  to  the  service  demanded.  For  example,  during  the  period  of  evaluation 
from  November  1  through  November  30,  2008,  a  COR  reviewed  a  moderate-risk  service 
only  once.  Moreover,  the  CORs  did  not  adequately  document  their  reviews.  We 
interviewed  four  of  the  seven  LOGCAP  CORs.  The  four  stated  that  they  did  not  complete 
more  than  one  checklist  a  month  for  any  given  service.  Three  CORs  stated  that  they 
completed  only  a  portion  of  a  checklist  during  a  site  visit  and  that  by  the  end  of  the  month 
they  may  have  completed  an  entire  checklist.  All  of  the  CORs  stated  that  the  checklists 
were  out-of-date  and  did  not  include  a  section  for  them  to  add  details  about  their 
inspections.  Lastly,  all  of  the  CORs  stated  that  completing  the  review  checklists  is  not 
their  primary  duty,  and  all  but  one  of  the  CORs  stated  that  they  did  not  give  the 
completion  of  the  checklists  high  priority. 

The  QAR  and  CORs  did  not  evaluate  contractor  performance  on  a  consistent  and  routine 
basis;  however,  this  is  essential  to  verify  that  contractors  are  accurately  rated  on  their 
performance.  According  to  DCMA  officials,  DCMA-Kuwait  required  that  the  QAR  and 
COR  perform  five  joint  monthly  reviews,  but  DCMA  did  not  document  the  requirement 
in  formal  policy  or  procedures.  The  Kuwait  QAR  stated  that  a  QAR  is  required  to 
conduct  a  minimum  of  25  surveillance  reviews  each  month,  but  that  a  QAR  rarely 
completes  20  a  month.  Further,  the  Kuwait  QAR  did  not  verily  that  the  CORs  reporting 
to  him  completed  their  required  number  of  reviews.  Without  conducting  the  required 
number  of  reviews  each  month,  the  QAR  and  CORs  are  not  in  a  position  to  accurately 
assess  contractors’  performance,  and  contractor  ratings  that  the  Performance  Evaluation 
Board  uses  are  based  on  incomplete  information  from  quality  assurance  officials  and 
have  little  value. 

FOGCAP  officials  need  to  conduct  consistent  and  routine  reviews  of  contractor  services 
based  on  the  risk  level.  The  reviews  are  important  for  establishing  how  well  the 
contractor  is  performing.  The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  along  with  the  unit 
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officials  responsible  for  the  CORs,  must  hold  the  QAR  and  CORs  aeeountable  for  failing 
to  eomplete  their  quality  assuranee  responsibilities  for  the  LOGCAP  eontraets  as  required 
by  the  delegation  matrix  and  Federal  Aequisition  Regulation  42.302.  The  Commander, 
DCMA  International  should  require  that  the  QAR  develop  a  sehedule  for  eompleting  the 
required  number  of  reviews  and  validate  that  the  reviews  are  eondueted.  Lastly,  the 
Commander,  DCMA  International  and  the  unit  offieials  who  assign  the  CORs  should 
assess  the  workload  of  the  CORs  and  verily  that  training  for  CORs  is  repeated  eaeh  time 
units  rotate. 

The  QAR  and  CORs  should  eomplete  their  eheeklists.  The  QAR  and  the  CORs  use  the 
eheeklists  to  doeument  eontraetor  performanee  for  the  Performance  Evaluation  Board. 

The  QAR  should  also  aecompany  the  CORs  on  the  required  number  of  reviews. 

LOGCAP  Performance  Evaluation  Board 

The  DCMA  Iraq/ Afghanistan  Memorandum,  “DCMA  Iraq/ Afghanistan  Performanee 
Evaluation  Board/ Award  Eee  Board  Standard  Operating  Proeedures,”  June  28,  2008, 
(standard  operating  proeedures  memorandum),  states  that  the  Performanee  Evaluation 
Board  is  a  tool  to  influenee  eontraetor  performanee.  Eurther,  the  standard  operating 
proeedures  memorandum  states  that  the  Performanee  Evaluation  Board  is  the  eenter  of 
contraet  management,  whieh  eulminates  in  the  monthly  review  and  doeumenting  of  a 
eontraetor’ s  performance.  The  standard  operating  proeedures  memorandum  also  states 
that  the  performance  evaluation  board  is  a  way  to  provide  the  best  possible  serviee  to  the 
troops,  gage  performanee,  and  institute  eorreetive  aetion. 

As  part  of  the  DCMA  oversight  responsibilities  for  the  EOGCAP  eontraet,  the  ACO  was 
required  to  eonduet  formal  evaluations  of  the  eontraetor’ s  performanee.  These  formal 
evaluations,  Performanee  Evaluation  Board  meetings,  are  eondueted  monthly  to 
determine  whether  the  LOGCAP  eontraetor  provided  the  best  possible  performanee  to  the 
Government,  established  effieiency  while  maximizing  use  of  resources,  and  effeetively 
managed  eosts.  We  focused  on  the  performanee  evaluation  for  one  of  the 
three  LOGCAP  III  task  orders  for  Kuwait.  After  the  transition,  DCMA  will  hold  a 
Performanee  Evaluation  Board  meeting  to  assess  how  well  the  EOGCAP  III  eontraetor 
performed  when  it  transferred  services  to  the  EOGCAP  IV  eontraetors.  DCMA  will  also 
eonvene  the  Performanee  Evaluation  Board  to  evaluate  how  well  the  EOGCAP  IV 
eontraetors  performed  during  the  transfer  of  EOGCAP  serviees. 

Contractor  Ratings 

We  attended  a  Performanee  Evaluation  Board  meeting  on  Deeember  12,  2008,  at  whieh 
the  CORs  provided  inaeeurate  or  ineomplete  ratings  to  board  members.  The  CORs 
presented  a  eontraetor  performanee  summary  report,  whieh  ineluded  a  rating  based  on  the 
information  obtained  from  their  monthly  reviews. 

At  the  Deeember  12  meeting,  5  of  10  ratings  the  CORs  provided  to  the  board  did  not 
mateh  their  written  assessments.  Eor  example,  one  COR  wrote  that  the  eontraetor  needed 
improvement  in  facilities  operations  and  maintenance  but  gave  the  eontraetor  an 
“exeellent”  rating.  Two  CORs  stated  that  the  eontraetor’ s  performanee  was  “high  quality” 
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and  “greatly  exceeded  average  performance”  but  gave  the  contractor  a  “very  good” 
rating.  Additionally,  the  written  explanation  of  9  of  10  ratings  did  not  indicate  the  section 
of  the  contract’s  statement  of  work  being  assessed. 

While  the  board  members  stated  that  they  did  not  agree  with  the  COR  ratings,  the 
members  did  not  require  that  the  CORs  reconcile  the  differences.  Also,  the  Commander, 
DCMA  International,  stated  that  the  CORs  should  not  be  determining  the  overall  rating  of 
a  contractor.  The  board  members  used  the  ratings  to  determine  the  numeric  score  that 
corresponded  to  the  rating.  The  ratings  are  also  provided  to  the  Award  Fee  Evaluation 
Board,  which  determines  the  amount  by  which  contractors  are  rewarded  for  any 
performance  on  the  contract  that  exceeds  the  minimum  standards.  The  LOGCAP  III 
contractor’s  award  has  the  potential  to  be  in  the  millions  of  dollars.  The  LOGCAP  IV 
contractors  could  receive  a  profit  of  $1 .5  billion  in  award  fees. 

The  QAR  should  review  the  COR  performance  summary  reports  before  they  are 
presented  to  the  Performance  Evaluation  Board.  The  QAR  should  not  allow  CORs  to 
assess  the  overall  ratings  of  the  contractor’s  performance  as  this  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  Performance  Evaluation  Board.  Additionally,  the  Commander,  DCMA  International 
should  prohibit  members  of  the  Performance  Evaluation  Board  from  providing  numerical 
ratings  to  contractors  when  COR  ratings  do  not  match  written  assessments  in 
performance  summary  reports. 

COR  Training 

The  lack  of  administrative  oversight  happened  because  the  QAR  did  not  follow  the 
surveillance  plan  or  the  standard  operating  procedures  memorandum  established  by  the 
Commander,  DCMA  Iraq/Afghanistan.  Additionally,  the  QAR  did  not  adequately  train 
the  CORs  on  assessing  contractor  performance.  During  our  interviews  of  the  CORs,  they 
stated  that  their  COR  responsibilities  are  collateral  duties.  The  four  CORs  interviewed 
stated  that  the  training  they  received  was  not  beneficial  because  it  did  not  focus  on  their 
COR  responsibilities.  They  also  stated  that  more  detailed  training  on  how  to  assess 
contractor  performance  would  be  extremely  beneficial.  Eurther,  the  CORs  stated  that  they 
did  not  understand  the  purpose  of  completing  the  checklists,  especially  because  the 
checklists  were  out  of  date. 

DCMA  officials  should  conduct  more  training  for  the  QAR  and  CORs  who  support  the 
LOGCAP  contracts.  CORs  rotate  along  with  their  military  units  every  6  to  12  months. 
Therefore,  DCMA  officials  should  conduct  the  training  whenever  new  CORs  are 
assigned  to  the  LOGCAP  contract.  The  training  should  focus  on  completing  and 
understanding  the  review  checklists.  The  training  should  also  include  techniques  for 
assessing  contractor  performance.  Additionally,  the  QAR  should  update  review  checklists 
using  current  documents  and  the  contract’s  statements  of  work  and  adjust  training  when  a 
checklist  is  updated. 

The  Director,  Defense  Procurement  and  Acquisition  Policy  Memorandum,  “Designation 
of  Contracting  Officer’s  Representatives  on  Contracts  for  Services  in  Support  of 
Department  of  Defense  Requirements,”  December  6,  2006,  requires  that  properly  trained 
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CORs  be  identified  on  active  service  contracts.  The  Director’s  memorandum  also 
requires  that  COR  performance  be  addressed  in  their  performance  reviews.  The  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Defense  Memorandum,  “Monitoring  Contract  Performance  in  Contracts  for 
Services,”  August  22,  2008,  states  that  trained  and  ready  CORs  are  critical  to  ensuring 
that  contractors  comply  with  contract  requirements.  The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
memorandum  also  requires  that  COR  activities  be  tailored  to  the  dollar  value  and 
complexity  of  the  service  contract.  These  memoranda  when  compared  to  the  audit  results 
are  further  evidence  that  COR  monitoring  and  administration  of  service  contracts  needs 
to  be  addressed. 

Conclusion 

By  not  completing  oversight  reviews  according  to  DCMA  standards,  DCMA  may  not  be 
able  to  identify  trends  in  contractor  performance.  Further,  because  the  program  office  did 
not  develop  procedures  for  the  oversight  and  reporting  of  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor’s 
performance,  the  oversight  problems  from  LOGCAP  III  will  likely  carry  over  to 
LOGCAP  IV.  Additionally,  the  inaccurate  ratings  the  CORs  provided  to  the  Performance 
Evaluation  Board  on  the  contractor’s  performance  could  possibly  cause  contractors  to 
receive  award  fees  that  do  not  appropriately  reflect  performance. 

Recommendations,  Management  Comments,  and 
Our  Response 

Revised  Recommendation 

Based  on  management  comments,  we  revised  Recommendation  D.V.d  to  clarify  the  intent 
of  the  recommendation.  Specifically,  we  added  the  word  “joint”  to  clarify  the  type  of 
contractor  inspections  on  which  the  QAR  should  accompany  contracting  officer’s 
representatives. 

D,  We  recommend  that  the  Commander,  Defense  Contracting  Management  Agency 
International: 

1.  Identify  a  process  to  hold  the  quality  assurance  representative  and 
contractor  officer’s  representatives  accountable  for  not  completing  surveillance 
requirements  contained  in  the  delegation  matrix  and  Federal  Acquisition 
Regulation  42,302,  “Contract  Administration  Functions,” 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  the  DCMA  office  in 
Kuwait  established  a  process  to  hold  a  QAR  and  CORs  accountable  for  not  completing 
surveillance  requirements.  The  Commander  stated  that  DCMA  obtains  monthly  metrics 
on  the  number  of  audits  scheduled,  then  compares  it  with  the  number  of  audits 
performed.  He  stated  that  the  frequency  of  audits  is  based  on  a  risk  assessment  of  the 
service  provided.  The  Commander  further  stated  that  the  Commander,  DCMA-Kuwait, 
has  the  authority  to  hold  personnel  accountable  for  not  performing  their  surveillance 
requirements. 
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Our  Response 

Although  the  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed,  his  comments  indicated  that 
there  is  a  process  in  place  to  hold  personnel  accountable  for  not  performing  surveillance 
requirements.  In  response  to  the  final  report,  we  request  that  the  Commander  provide  the 
document  that  outlines  the  process  to  hold  quality  assurance  officials  accountable  for  not 
completing  their  surveillance  duties  and  the  consequences  imposed  on  anyone  not 
complying.  We  also  ask  that  he  provide  the  actions  taken  against  the  QAR  and  CORs  for 
the  last  2  years  for  the  lapses  identified  in  this  report. 

2,  Validate  that  the  quality  assurance  representative  develops  a  monthly 
schedule  of  services  planned  for  review  and  that  reviews  are  completed  as  required. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  DCMA-Kuwait  already 
validates  that  QARs  develop  a  monthly  schedule  of  reviews  and  ensures  that  the  reviews 
are  completed.  The  Commander  stated  the  completion  of  the  reviews  may  be  affected  by 
service  changes  or  troop  movement.  The  Commander  stated,  however,  that  he  would 
remind  DCMA-Kuwait  to  ensure  that  QARs  develop  a  monthly  schedule  and  complete 
the  scheduled  reviews. 

Our  Response 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  comments  indicate  that  DCMA-Kuwait  already 
validates  that  the  QAR  develops  a  monthly  schedule  of  reviews  and  ensures  that  the 
reviews  are  completed.  In  response  to  the  final  report,  we  request  that  the  Commander 
demonstrate  that  a  monthly  scheduled  is  developed  and  that  required  reviews  are 
documented  when  complete. 

3,  Require  the  quality  assurance  representative  to  provide  additional  training 
to  the  contracting  officer’s  representatives  on  their  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation 
Program  responsihilities. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  the  Kuwait  QAR 
already  provides  additional  training  to  all  CORs  assigned  oversight  responsibilities  on 
DCMA-delegated  contracts.  The  Commander  stated  that  he  will  task  the  Commander, 
DCMA-Kuwait,  to  review  the  adequacy  of  the  COR  training  and  report  on  any  areas  that 
need  improvement. 

Our  Response 

Although  the  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed,  his  planned  action  meets  the 
intent  of  the  recommendation.  However,  we  request  that  the  Commander  provide  in 
response  to  the  final  report  a  copy  of  the  tasking  requiring  the  Commander, 
DCMA-Kuwait  to  review  the  COR  training.  We  also  request  a  copy  of  the  results. 
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4.  Assess  the  workload  of  the  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation  Program 
contracting  officer’s  representatives  and  identify  actions  that  can  he  taken  to 
balance  workload  demands. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  DCMA  International 
and  DCMA-Kuwait  review  the  COR  workload  on  a  regular  basis  and  adjust  the  workload 
when  needed.  The  Commander  stated  that  the  supported  units  also  review  COR  workload 
requirements  and  assign  resources  to  ensure  adequate  COR  coverage.  The  Commander 
further  stated  that  if  additional  resources  are  needed,  the  DCMA-Kuwait  Commander  will 
request  additional  support  through  the  chain  of  command  or  request  additional  COR 
support  through  the  unit  commander. 

Our  Response 

Pursuant  to  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  memorandum,  the  Commander,  DCMA 
International,  did  not  identify  actions  taken  to  balance  workload  demands.  If  COR 
workloads  were  constantly  reviewed,  the  CORs  should  have  completed  the  required 
number  of  audits  each  month.  However,  the  four  CORs  we  interviewed  stated  that  their 
COR  responsibilities  were  collateral  duties.  The  CORs  also  stated  that  they  did  not 
complete  more  than  one  checklist  a  month  for  any  given  service,  and  three  of  the 
four  CORs  stated  that  they  did  not  give  the  completion  of  the  checklists  a  high  priority. 
Therefore,  we  request  that  the  Commander  provide  in  response  to  the  final  report  the 
documented  results  of  his  workload  assessments,  when  they  were  completed,  and  the 
actions  taken  to  balance  COR  workloads. 

5.  Instruct  memhers  of  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program 
Performance  Evaluation  Board  to  review,  in  advance,  contracting  officer’s 
representatives’  performance  summary  reports  and  not  to  decide  on  the 
contractor’s  numerical  ratings  when  performance  summary  reports  are  not 
accurate. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  agreed.  He  stated  that  board  members  would  be 
reinstructed  on  the  performance  evaluation  board  process.  The  Commander  stated  that  the 
Rock  Island  Contracting  Command  is  amending  the  award  fee  board  process  for  the 
LOGCAP  IV  contract.  He  stated  that  the  changes  would  address  the  concerns  of  this 
recommendation. 

Our  Response 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International  comments  indicate  corrective  actions  were  taken 
and  therefore,  no  further  comments  are  required. 

6.  Postpone  any  meeting  of  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program 
Performance  Evaluation  Board  when  information  that  the  Defense  Contracting 
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Management  Agency  quality  assurance  representative  and  contractor  officer’s 
representatives  have  to  present  is  not  consistent  or  accurate. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  agreed.  He  stated  that  a  commander  has  always 
had  the  option  to  postpone  a  performance  evaluation  board  when  the  information  to  be 
presented  to  the  board  is  not  consistent  or  accurate.  The  Commander  stated  that  he  will 
remind  the  DCMA  Contingency  Contract  Management  Office  of  the  importance  of 
presenting  factual  data  at  the  performance  evaluation  boards. 

Our  Response 

The  DCMA  International  Commander’s  planned  action  meets  the  intent  of  the 
recommendation,  and  no  further  comments  are  required. 

7,  Direct  the  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation  Program  quality  assurance 
representative  to: 

a.  Update  the  review  checklists  to  contain  current  information  from 
the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  statements  of  work  and  military  units’ 
documents  and  to  include  a  section  for  comments. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  agreed.  He  stated  that  the  QAR  developed  a 
checklist  from  the  LOGCAP  performance  work  statement  for  CORs  to  use.  The 
Commander  stated  that  the  updated  checklist  includes  a  section  for  comments. 

Our  Response 

The  comments  of  the  Commander,  DCMA  International  comments  indicate  corrective 
actions  were  taken.  However,  we  request  that  he  provide  in  response  to  the  final  report  a 
copy  of  the  updated  checklist. 

h.  Conduct  and  document  the  required  number  of  reviews  each 

month. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  DCMA  already  requires 
the  QAR  to  conduct  and  document  the  required  number  of  reviews  each  month. 

Our  Response 

The  comments  of  the  Commander,  DCMA  International,  did  not  meet  the  intent  of  the 
recommendation.  By  the  QAR’s  own  admission,  the  QAR  in  Kuwait  did  not  complete  the 
required  number  of  audits  each  month.  If  DCMA  already  requires  the  QAR  to  conduct 
and  document  the  required  number  of  reviews,  we  request  that  the  Commander  provide  in 
response  to  the  final  report  a  copy  of  the  document  stipulating  the  requirements.  We  also 
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request  that  the  Commander  diseuss  whether  aetions  were  taken  against  the  QAR  for  the 
lapses  identified  in  this  report. 

c.  Validate  that  contracting  officer’s  representatives  complete  the 
required  number  of  surveillance  reviews  each  month. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  agreed.  He  stated  that  DCMA-Kuwait  would 
ensure  that  the  QAR  reviews  COR  surveillanee  audits  and  eonduets  regular  desk  audits  of 
the  CORs. 

Our  Response 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International  eomments  indieate  eorreetive  aetions  were  taken 
and  therefore,  no  further  eomments  are  required. 

d.  Accompany  contracting  officer’s  representatives  on  the  required 
number  of  joint  reviews  to  ensure  consistent  evaluations  of  contractor  performance. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  the  CORs  provide  a 
monthly  evaluation  to  the  QAR.  The  Commander  stated  that  the  QAR  performs  an 
average  of  25  audits  per  month,  ineluding  5  joint  audits  with  their  CORs.  The 
Commander  stated  that  it  is  not  praetieal  for  a  QAR  to  aeeompany  CORs  on  all  of  their 
audits. 

Our  Response 

In  response  to  management  eomments,  we  revised  the  reeommendation  for  elarity. 

During  the  audit,  the  CORs  interviewed  stated  that  the  QAR  did  not  aeeompany  them  on 
any  reviews  (audits).  The  joint  reviews  eould  be  used  as  a  means  for  added  training  and 
eonsisteney  of  evaluations  of  eontraetor’s  performanee.  We  request  that  the  Commander 
provide  eomments  on  the  revised  reeommendation  in  response  to  the  final  report  stating 
how  he  will  ensure  that  the  required  number  of  joint  reviews  is  eompleted. 

e.  Review  contracting  officer’s  representatives’  performance 
summary  reports  to  ensure  that  the  written  assessments  are  accurate  and  indicate 
the  section  of  the  contract’s  statement  of  work  being  assessed. 

Management  Comments 

The  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed.  He  stated  that  DCMA-Kuwait  already 
collects  COR  data  and  summary  reports  and  that  the  administrative  contracting  officer, 
lead  QAR,  and  the  commander  review  them  for  accuracy.  The  Commander  stated  that 
each  input  identifies  the  part  of  the  statement  of  work  being  evaluated. 
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Our  Response 

Although  the  Commander,  DCMA  International,  disagreed,  he  stated  that  a  proeess  was 
in  plaee  to  review  COR  summary  reports.  If  reviews  were  eondueted,  their  quality  must 
significantly  improve.  The  COR  summary  reports  we  reviewed  were  not  consistent  and 
did  not  always  indicate  the  part  of  the  statement  of  work  being  evaluated.  Therefore,  we 
request  that  the  Commander  provide  comments  in  response  to  the  final  report  stating  how 
he  will  ensure  that  quality  reviews  of  COR  summary  reports  are  conducted. 


30 


Appendix  A.  Scope  and  Methodology 

We  conducted  this  performance  audit  from  September  2008  through  June  2009  in 
accordance  with  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to 
provide  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives. 
We  believe  that  the  evidence  obtained  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  findings  and 
conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives. 

To  determine  whether  the  LOGCAP  office  planned  for  the  transfer  of  services  from  the 
LOGCAP  III  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  contract,  we  interviewed  personnel  involved  in  the 
transition  process,  observed  operations  in  Kuwait  that  ASC  planned  to  transfer  to  the 
LOGCAP  IV  contractors,  and  reviewed  documents  as  described  below.  Specifically,  we 
visited  the  following  locations. 

•  LOGCAP  office  and  ASC  headquarters.  Rock  Island,  Illinois 

•  LOGCAP  Operations  Directorate,  Ft.  Belvoir,  Virginia 

•  LOGCAP  Management  Office  and  DCMA,  Camp  Ariljan,  Kuwait 

•  DCMA  International,  Alexandria,  Virginia 

•  DCMA-Houston,  Texas 

We  focused  on  four  transition  areas  during  our  review  of  the  ASC  transition  process:  the 
development  of  a  comprehensive  and  country-specific  transition  plans,  development  of  a 
standard  performance  work  statement,  procedures  for  transferring  LOGCAP  property  and 
equipment,  and  the  administrative  oversight  of  the  contracts. 

Transition  Pianning 

We  reviewed  documents  obtained  from  the  LOGCAP  office,  DCMA,  and  performance 
contractors  to  determine  whether  the  organizations  involved  in  the  transition  process 
developed  procedures  to  transfer  goods  and  services  to  new  contractors.  We  reviewed  the 
LOGCAP  III  task  orders,  the  LOGCAP  IV  contract  and  performance  work  statement,  the 
LOGCAP  IV  acquisition  plan,  rehearsal  of  concept  drills,  symposium  minutes,  LOGCAP 
transition  plans,  and  the  DCMA  transition  management  plans.  We  interviewed  officials 
from  the  LOGCAP  office,  DCMA,  military  units,  and  performance  contractors  involved 
in  the  transition  process.  We  compared  the  testimonial  evidence  obtained  from  those 
officials  with  the  documents  we  reviewed  because  DOD  did  not  issue  any  policy  or 
procedures  for  transferring  services  from  one  contract  to  another. 

Implementation  of  Cost  Controls  in  the  Acquisition  Plan 

We  reviewed  documents  obtained  from  the  LOGCAP  office  to  determine  whether 
LOGCAP  officials  created  standardized  performance  work  statements,  the  pricing 
models,  or  identified  goods  and  services  that  could  be  acquired  using  a  firm-fixed-price 
contract.  Specifically,  we  reviewed  the  three  Kuwait  performance  work  statements  and 
the  LOGCAP  IV  acquisition  plan.  We  also  interviewed  the  LOGCAP  IV  PCO  to 
determine  any  future  plans  for  the  use  of  a  standard  performance  work  statement. 
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Oversight  of  Property 

We  reviewed  documents  obtained  from  the  LOGCAP  office,  DCMA,  and  performance 
contractors  to  determine  whether  DCMA  had  developed  procedures  to  transfer  LOGCAP 
property  from  the  LOGCAP  III  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  contract.  We  reviewed  the  DCMA 
Transition  Management  Plan,  DCMA  briefing  slides,  the  LOGCAP  III  and  IV  contracts, 
symposium  minutes,  and  timelines  for  the  transfer  of  property.  We  compared  the 
documents  to  procedures  identified  in  the  DCMA-Kuwait  transition  management  plan. 
Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  Part  45  and  clause  52.245-1.  We  interviewed  officials 
from  the  LOGCAP  office,  DCMA,  military  units,  and  performance  contractors  involved 
in  the  transition  process  to  determine  their  understanding  of  the  procedures  for 
transferring  LOGCAP  property  and  equipment  from  the  LOGCAP  III  to  the  LOGCAP  IV 
contractors. 

Oversight  of  Contractors 

We  reviewed  documents  obtained  from  the  LOGCAP  office  and  DCMA  to  determine  the 
process  for  evaluating  contractor  performance  on  the  LOGCAP  contracts.  We  reviewed 
the  delegation  memorandum,  surveillance  plans,  checklists,  and  performance  summary 
reports.  We  compared  the  documents  with  the  standard  operating  procedures 
memorandum  and  Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  42.302  to  determine  whether  DCMA 
officials  provided  adequate  administrative  oversight  of  the  LOGCAP  contracts.  We  also 
interviewed  DCMA  officials,  the  QAR,  and  CORs  and  compared  their  statements  with 
the  documents  and  policy  reviewed.  Lastly,  we  attended  a  Performance  Evaluation  Board 
meeting  in  Kuwait  on  December  12,  2008,  to  understand  the  process  for  rating 
contractors’  performance  on  the  LOGCAP  contracts. 

Use  of  Computer-Processed  Data 

We  did  not  use  computer-processed  data  to  perform  this  audit. 

Prior  Coverage 

During  the  last  5  years,  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  issued  one  report, 
the  Army  Audit  Agency  issued  three  reports,  and  the  Commission  on  Wartime 
Contracting  held  two  hearings  discussing  transition  planning  for  the  LOGCAP  contract. 
Unrestricted  GAO  reports  can  be  accessed  over  the  Internet  at  http://www.gao.gov. 
Unrestricted  Army  reports  can  be  accessed  at  https://aaa.armv.mil/  from  .mil  and  gao.gov 
domains.  The  Commission  on  Wartime  Contracting  hearings  can  be  accessed  at 
http://www.wartimecontracting.gov. 

GAO 

GAO  Report  No.  GAO-08-759,  “Telecommunications:  Agencies  Are  Generally 
Following  Sound  Transition  Planning  Practices,  and  GSA  Is  Taking  Action  to  Resolve 
Challenges,”  June  2008 
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Army 

Army  Audit  Report  No.  A-2007-0 104-ALL,  “Summary  Audit  Report  on  the  Cost- 
Effectiveness  of  Transitioning  Work  Under  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program 
Contingency  Contract  to  Sustainment  Contracting,  Audit  of  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation 
Program  Operations  in  Support  of  Operation  Iraqi  Freedom,”  March  23,  2007 

Army  Audit  Report  No.  A-2007-0093-ALL,  “Audit  of  the  Cost-Effectiveness  of 
Transitioning  Selected  Functions  Performed  at  the  Theater  Distribution  Center  (Task 
Order  87)  From  Contingency  to  Sustainment  Contracting,  Audit  of  Fogistics  Civil 
Augmentation  Program  Operations  in  Support  of  Operation  Iraqi  Freedom,” 

March  9,  2007 

Army  Audit  Report  No.  A-2006-0253-AFF,  “Audit  of  the  Cost  Effectiveness  of 
Transitioning  the  General  Support  Supply  Support  Activity  (Task  Order  87)  From 
Contingency  to  Sustainment  Contracting,  Audit  of  Fogistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program 
Operations  in  Support  of  Operation  Iraqi  Freedom,”  September  28,  2006 
(This  report  is  restricted  and  cannot  be  accessed  over  the  Internet.) 

Commission  on  Wartime  Contracting 

Hearing  on,  “Contractor  Business  Systems,”  August  11,  2009 

Hearing  on,  “FOGCAP;  Support-Contracting  Challenges  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,” 

May  4,  2009 
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Appendix  B.  Kuwait  Task  Orders 

The  Executive  Director  plans  to  transfer  Kuwait  task  orders  147,  157,  and  161  from  the 
LOGCAP  III  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  contracts.  As  of  May  2009,  the  Army  had  paid  almost 
$347  million  to  the  LOGCAP  III  contractor  for  services  rendered  in  Kuwait. 

Task  Order  147:  Kuwait  Area  of  Responsibility 

For  task  order  147,  the  contractor  provides  basic  camp  services,  life  support  services,  and 
select  combat  support  to  U.S.  military  forces  in  the  Kuwait  area  of  operations.  Services 
include: 

•  facilities  and  operations  maintenance, 

•  electrical  inspection,  maintenance,  and  repair  services, 

•  heating  ventilation  and  air  conditioning, 

•  power  and  light  generator  installation  and  maintenance, 

•  water  supply, 

•  dumpster  and  waste  removal  services, 

•  environmental  and  health  surveillance, 

•  fire-fighting  services,  and 

•  transportation  mission  support. 

Task  Order  157:  Udairi  Airfield 

For  task  order  157  the  contractor  must  provide  base  life  support  services  including: 

•  fire-fighting  and  fire  protection  support  services, 

•  equipment  and  vehicle  maintenance, 

•  fire  prevention  and  education,  and 

•  fire  and  airfield  maintenance  and  repair. 

The  contractor  must  also  provide  theater  transportation  mission  support  including: 

•  airfield  operations  and  management  services, 

•  flight  dispatch  and  advisory  services, 

•  area  of  responsibility  map  maintenance, 

•  forward  refuel  point  service, 

•  air  traffic  control  tower  and  facilities  services,  and 

•  weather  observation  and  forecasting  services. 

Task  Order  161:  Test,  Measurement,  and  Diagnostic 
Equipment 

For  task  order  161  the  contractor  must  provide  all  services,  resources,  and  management 
necessary  to  provide  calibration  and  repair  services  for  the  Southwest  Asia  test, 
measurement,  and  diagnostic  equipment  inventory. 
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Appendix  C.  Management  Comments  on 
Finding  B  and  Our  Response 

Management  Comments 

The  Executive  Director,  LOGCAP,  provided  the  following  comments  on  Finding  B  of  the 
draft  report. 

Standard  LOGCAP  Performance  Work  Statement 

The  Executive  Director,  EOGCAP  stated  that  the  program  office  began  developing  the 
standard  performance  work  statement  for  EOGCAP  IV  early  in  2008.  The  Executive 
Director  stated  that  the  EOGCAP  office  in  Kuwait  established  a  team  to  develop  a 
standard  performance  work  statement  for  Kuwait,  Iraq,  and  Afghanistan  to  ensure 
standardization  across  the  theater. 

Performance  Work  Statement  for  Kuwait 

The  Executive  Director  stated  that  EOGCAP-Kuwait  began  compiling  input  for  the 
EOGCAP  IV  performance  work  statement  on  May  20,  2008.  He  stated  that  the 
DPD-Kuwait  held  regular  meetings  with  leadership  and  unit  CORs  and  officials  to  ensure 
that  the  updated  document  contained  current  operational  information.  The  Executive 
Director  stated  that  a  team  was  formed  to  develop  detailed  performance  work  statements 
for  the  Kuwait  task  orders.  The  Executive  Director  also  stated  that  EOGCAP-Kuwait 
hosted  site  visits,  conducted  briefs,  and  entertained  vendor  questions  to  provide  each 
contractor  the  opportunity  to  conduct  due  diligence.  The  Executive  Director  stated  that  in 
July  2008,  EOGCAP-Kuwait  completed  the  performance  work  statements  for  Kuwait, 
which  formed  the  basis  of  the  EOGCAP  IV  performance  work  statement.  He  stated  that 
EOGCAP-Kuwait  successfully  transferred  the  Kuwait  task  orders  to  the  EOGCAP  IV 
contract,  demonstrating  the  thoroughness  of  the  performance  work  statements  issued  and 
the  contractors’  understanding  of  the  requirements.  The  Executive  Director  added  that  the 
basis  for  the  Kuwait  performance  work  statements  was  neither  the  tactics,  techniques,  and 
procedures  document  nor  the  EOGCAP  III  statement  of  work.  He  stated  that,  although 
the  DPD-Kuwait  provided  an  updated  EOGCAP  III  statement  of  work  to  the  military 
units,  the  units  focused  on  developing  the  LOGCAP  IV  performance  work  statement 
instead. 

Also,  the  Executive  Director  stated  that  the  DCMA  ACO  participated  for  a  time  in  the 
development  of  the  LOGCAP  IV  performance  work  statement,  but  eventually  stopped. 

He  stated,  however,  that  the  ACO  received  updates  regarding  the  progress  made  and 
issues  identified. 

Our  Response 

On  September  23,  2008,  the  LOGCAP  IV  PCO  stated  that  she  was  developing  a  standard 
performance  work  statement.  We  made  repeated  requests  for  a  copy.  It  was  not  until  after 
our  exit  conference  with  LOGCAP  and  DCMA  officials  in  May  2009  that  a  copy  was 
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provided,  7  months  after  our  initial  request.  Moreover,  it  applied  only  to  Afghanistan. 

The  LOGCAP  IV  PCO  stated  that  she  was  in  the  proeess  of  developing  one  for  Iraq. 

Unit  offieials,  the  DCMA  AGO,  and  the  LOGCAP  III  eontraetor  told  the  auditors  that  the 
LOGCAP  IV  performanee  work  statement  was  out-of-date  and  did  not  refleet  eurrent 
operations.  We  relied  on  statements  by  the  DPD-Kuwait  that  he  used  the  taeties, 
teehniques,  and  proeedures  and  the  LOGCAP  III  statement  of  work  to  develop  the 
performanee  work  statement  for  the  LOGCAP  IV  task  orders.  Therefore,  there  seems  to 
be  a  diseonneet  between  the  DPD-Kuwait  and  the  Exeeutive  Direetor. 
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Logistics  Civii  Augmentation  Program  Office  Comments 


UNCLASSIFIED 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS,  US  ARMY  SUSTAINMENT  COMMAND 
1  ROCK  ISLAND  ARSENAL 
ROCK  ISLAND,  IL  61299-6500 

AMSAS-LC  22  July  2009 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  Department  of  Defense,  Office  of  the  inspector 
General,  Acquisition  and  Contract  Management  


SUBJECT:  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  (LOGCAP)  Official 

Response  to  Department  of  Defense  inspector  General  (DODIG)  Audit 
of  Transition  Planning  for  the  LOGCAP  IV  Contract  (Project  Number 
D2008-DOOOAS-0270.000) 


1.  Non-concur  with  the  report  as  written. 

2 .  The  report  is  not  reflective  of  what  transpired  on  the  ground 
and  during  the  transition  of  functions  from  the  Kuwait  LOGCAP  III 
Task  Orders  to  the  newly  competed  and  awarded  LOGCAP  IV  Task 
Orders.  The  responses  provided  to  this  draft  are  to  clarify  the 
information  captured  by  the  DODIG  team  which  had  been  previously 
provided  during  a  meeting  13  May  2009. 

3 .  While  the  DODIG  team  reviewed  draft  documents  during  their 
visit  and  prior  to  the  actual  transition,  the  documents  provided 
were  work- in-progress  prior  to  the  final  transition  plan  being 
issued.  The  published  document  is  a  living  document  based  on  the 
conditions  under  which  the  transition  occurs.  The  DODIG  team 
visited  the  Kuwait  Area  of  Operations  in  December  of  2008  and  was 
invited  back  to  view  the  actual  transition  buildup  with 
contractors,  as  well  as  to  view  the  physical  transition.  Because 
of  schedule  conflicts,  we  were  informed  that  it  was  not  possible. 
Had  their  schedule  permitted,  they  would  have  witnessed  first-hand 
the  interaction  with  the  contractors,  supported  units,  and 
oversight  by  the  LOGCAP  Deputy  Program  Director  and  Defense 
Contract  Management  Agency. 

4.  LOGCAP  personnel  assigned  to  Southwest  Asia  (SWA)  confront 
daunting  and  even  contradictory  challenges  in  the  performance  of 
their  duties.  They  are  challenged  to  simultaneously  compete, 
transition,  and  eiipand  Forward  Operating  Bases  to  meet  supported 
unit  requirements,  as  well  as  to  plan  for  the  "responsible 
drawdown"  of  forces  in  Iraq.  These  simultaneous  challenges  are 
unprecedented;  a  heel-to-toe  process  not  undertaken  since  World  War 
II. 
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a.  Kuwait,  a  desert  kingdom  located  on  the  Persian  Gulf,  is  a 
small  but  relatively  modern  cotintry  with  a  modern  transportation 
system.  Kuwait  poses  a  stable  war  effort  and  environment.  The 
LOGCAF  supports  operations  at  three  unigue,  safe  locations  under 
three  separate  task  orders.  Transferring  work  from  LCIII  to  LCIV 
has  been  successfully  completed. 

b.  Afghanistan 

(1)  Simultaneous  operations  in  Afghanistan  present  a  very 
different  (perhaps  the  largest  and  most  complex)  challenge  for  US 
Forces  in  Southwest  Asia  and  for  the  Program.  These  reguirements 
are  very  substantial,  even  diametrically  opposed  to  the  environment 
elsewhere  in  SWA.  Afghanistan  is  a  remote,  land-locked  country 
with  both  harsh  terrain  and  temperature  extremes.  The  POTUS 
announced  an  increase  of  US  Forces  into  an  active  combat  zone  in 
the  presence  of  an  active  and  dangerous  enemy.  US  troop  movement 
is  dependent  on  a  primitive  road  network  and  is  largely  dependent 
on  helicopters  and  military  transport  aircraft.  Existing  LOGCAP 
performemce  contractors  are  often  obliged  to  contract  massive 
transportation  reguirements  out  to  third  party  contractors  at  the 
same  time  that  eguipment  is  being  re-allocated  into  country  from 
Irag,  an  action  unprecedented  in  war. 

(2)  Operations  today  are  supported  by  six  LOGCAP  III  and 
four  LOGCAP  IV  task  orders.  The  transition  of  legacy  LOGCAP  III 
Task  Orders  to  LOGCAP  IV  Task  Orders  is  underway.  The  theater  will 
ultimately  reguire  support  to  multiple  US  tactical  and  support 
units  with  most  support  provided  by  LOGCAP  performance  contractors. 

c .  Irag 

(1)  Operations  in  Irag  may  pose  a  different  and  complex 
set  of  challenges,  irag  is  a  relatively  large  country  with  a  semi- 
modem  transportation  system.  The  environment  remains  dangerous 
with  support  services  provided  under  two  large  LOGCAP  III  task 
orders .  The  impending  responsible  drawdown  of  US  Forces 
complicates  the  treuisitioning  from  LOGCAP  III  to  IV.  Support  is 
provided  at  numerous  tmigue  and  often  \insafe  locations  ranging  in 
size  from  platoon  to  division- si zed  Forward  Operating  Bases. 
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(2)  Most  of  these  locations  and  much  of  their  related 
equipment  will  ultimately  be  transferred  to  the  US  Forces  in 
Afghanistan,  sent  to  US  depots  for  refurbishment,  sent  to  a  Reset 
program,  or  provided  to  the  Government  of  Iraq.  Property 
accountability  and  its  unique  issues  are  challenges  to  the  LOGCAP 
III  to  IV  transition.  The  focus  of  US  personnel  is  on  base 
closures  and  decreasing  the  US  war  effort. 

5 .  The  report  states  that  failure  to  follow  the  DODIG 
recommendations  creates  a  chance  that  the  Kuwait  transition  would 
be  delayed.  This  did  not  occur  and,  in  fact,  the  transition  was 
completed  ahead  of  schedule  with  full  cooperation  and  involvement 
of  supported  units. 

6.  The  following  summarizes  the  LOGCAP  official  response  to  DODIG 
Audit  of  Transition  Planning  for  the  LOGCAP  IV  Contract  (see 
enclosure) . 

a.  Finding  A.  Transition  Planning  -  Non-concur 

b.  Finding  B.  Implementing  Cost-Control  Methods  in  the 
Acqgiisition  Plan  -  Non-concur 

c.  Finding  C.  Oversight  of  Property  -  Non-concur 

d.  Finding  D.  Oversight  of  Contractors  -  Non-concur 


3 

UNCLASSIFIED 


39 


Department  of  Defense 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

Transition  Planning  for  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  IV  Contract 
Project  No.  D2008-DOOO.A.S-0270.000 
.lunc  26,  2009 

Finding  A.  Transition  Planning  Recommendations 

A.  W’e  recommend  that  the  Executive  Director,  Logistics  Civil  .Vugmentation  Program: 

1.  Direct  the  Commander,  Defense  Contract  Management  Agency  International 
(Df  MAI)  to: 

a.  Clarify  procedures  to  transfer  property  from  the  Logistics  Civil  .Vugnientation 
Program  III  contractor  to  the  Logistics  C'ivil  .Vugnientation  Program  IV  contractor  in  the 
Defense  Contract  Management  .Vgency  property  plan. 

.Ala.  Non-Concur.  The  US  .'Vmiy  Materiel  Command  LOCiC.AP  E.xeeutive  Direetor  issued  the 
LOGC.AP  111  to  IV  Transition  Plan  23  Feb  09,  whieh  included  .Vnnex  C  (DCM.AI  Property 
Transition  Management  Phui).  'llie  DCM.‘\  Property  Transition  Management  Plan  elTeclively 
described  the  Federal  .Acquisition  Regulation  process  and  procedures  for  transferring  property 
from  an  incumbent  contractor  to  an  incoming  perfomiance  contractor,  'llie  process  implies  a 
transfer  from  one  contractor  to  another,  but  DCM.AI  has  agreed  to  amend  the  DCM.AI  Property 
Transition  Management  Plan  to  incorporate  specific  language,  to  make  it  clear  that  the  transfer  is 
from  contractor  to  contractor,  as  sought  by  the  DODIG  team. 

b.  Finalize  procedures  to  remove  hazardous  material  and  transfer  warehouse 
operations. 

.Alb.  Hazardous  Material  -  Non-Concur.  Tlie  intent  of  .Annex  C,  DCM.AI  Property  Transition 
.Management  Plan,  is  to  provide  strategic  guidance  to  tliree  dilTerent  contingency  areas  of 
operation  on  government  property  transition.  It  is  not  practical,  nor  reasonable  for  the  DCM.AI 
Property  Transition  Management  Plan  to  identify  each  Hazardous  Material  or  Hazard  Waste 
(HM/HW)  that  may  be  encountered  in  three  dilTerent  .40R  countries  and  the  subsequent 
processes  procedures  of  disposal  for  each  countn,'.  The  LOGC.AP  does  not  dispose  of 
H.AZM.AT,  rather  the  pertbnnance  contractors  maintain  the  HiVZM.AT  yards  However,  the 
DCM.AI  (Inteniational)  Commander  has  directed  that  each  Contract  Management  Office 
Commander  develop  a  supplement  to  .Annex  C  identifying  their  countiy'  specific  'Iheater 
Fragmentation  Order  and  include  them  in  their  proccss/proccdures. 
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Althougli  the  LOGCAP  IV  transition  has  been  successfully  completed  for  Kuwait  DCMA  has 
sumnuu'ized  IX'MA  Kuwait's  process  as  follows;  Any  contractor  having  to  dispose  of  IIW  will 
be  directed  to  contact  the  Combat  Support  Associates  (CSA)  who  has  the  HW  HM  contract  with 
the  Combat  System  Support  Center  Kuwait  (CSSC-K)  Area  Support  Group  Kuwait  (ASG- 
KU).  CSA  is  responsible  for  all  IIM  IIW  disposals  on  all  camps  in  Kuw  ait.  The  .4SG-KU  thru 
its  CSSC-K  contract  has  developed  policies  and  procedures  that  will  meet  Overseas 
Environmental  Baseline  Guidiuice  Document  (OEBGD)  requirements  and  Host  Nation 
requirements  as  well  as  Department  of  the  Army  senior  conunands  directives  and  policies  that 
directly  reflect  on  the  ASG  Commander's  responsibilities  to  carrv'  out  an  environmental  program. 
Tliis  process  will  be  DCMA  Kuwait's  standard  operating  procedure  for  IIM/IIW  and  will  be 
used  for  any  future  contract  transition  efforts. 

Al.b  Warehouse  Operations:  Non-Concur:  With  reference  to  the  warehouse  operations.  Team 
I.OGCAP  in  the  transition  process  ensured  that  the  Incumbent  Contractor  would  control  the 
material  warehoiLse  until  late  in  the  trtuisition  process,  'llie  Incoming  Perfoniiance  Contractor 
would  not  need  access  to  the  warehouse  for  routine  maintenance  material  because  prepositioned 
material  w'as  transferred  along  with  the  equipment  at  the  site  controlled  by  the  Incoming 
Performance  Contractor. 

Once  the  property  is  transferred  to  the  Incoming  Perfomuuice  Contractor,  the  Incumbent 
Contractor  has  no  rigitt  to  use  that  property.  If  the  Incumbent  Contactor  has  other  I.OGC.AP  III 
■fask  Orders,  .my  property  required  would  have  been  identified  and  screened  out  prior  to  the 
“contractor  to  contractor"  transfer. 

2.  Finalize  all  prm'edures  in  the  roniprehensive  traiKsitioii  plan  and  include  the  role  and 
responsibilities  of  the  Serco  rontnietor  in  the  comprehensive  transition  plan. 

2.  Non-Concur.  The  role  of  Serco  personnel  is  defined  in  its  contract  with  the  now  Rock  Island 
Contracting  Center,  'llie  direction  given  to  property  analysis  is  by  a  member  of  the  US 
Government  and  Serco's  input  is  strictly  in  an  advisory  capacity.  Serco  cost  analysts  providing 
Independent  Cost  Estimates  to  a  member  of  the  US  Govenunent  for  final  review  and  sign  off  is 
not  considered  to  be  an  Inherent  Government  Function.  However,  given  the  lack  of 
understanding  of  the  DODIG  team  the  roles  and  responsibilities  will  be  reviewed  ;md  if  required 
an  adjustment  to  the  transition  plan  will  be  developed. 
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3.  Distribute  the  most  up-to-date,  signed  and  dated  copy  of  the  eonipiThensive 
transition  pian  to  aii  personnei  involved  in  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program 
transition  after  the  changes  in  Recommendations  t.  and  2.  are  made  to  the  plan. 

3.  Concur  WITH  INTENT,  NON-CONCUR  WITH  CONCLUSIONS.  Tlic  Operational 
Transition  Plan  (OPLAN)  provided  during  the  period  of  this  DODIG  review  was  updated  and 
had  been  distributed  as  indicated  in  the  report.  The  operational  transition  plan  is  a  living 
document  <uid  will  be  changed  as  needed  to  rellect  the  conditions  on  the  ground.  To  expect  the 
opcratiotial  transition  plati  to  be  a  rigid  document  under  extreme  conditions  is  unrealistic  and 
docs  not  reflect  operating  in  hostile  or  changing  wartime  environments.  In  fact,  today,  based  on 
the  lessons  learned  from  the  successful  Kuwait  transition  the  operational  transition  Plan  is  being 
updated  to  reflect  those  lessons,  'fhe  updated  operational  transition  plan  will  be  provided  to 
.4LCON  involved  with  the  .Afghanistan  and  Iraq  transition  and  will  also  be  chiuiged  as  lessons 
are  captmed.  Tliis  updated  operational  transition  plan  will  be  complete  on  04  Sep  2009. 

4.  Milidsitc  that  the  Deputy  Program  Directors  in  Iraq  and  .Afghanistan: 

a.  Execute  their  roies  and  responsibilities  for  transferring  services  outlined  in 
the  comprehensive  transition  plan. 

4a.  CONCUR  WITH  INTENT  HUT  NOT  WITH  CONCLUSION,  nie  Executive  Director, 
LOGC.AP  and  the  LOGC.AP  'I'ransition  Team  did  validate  the  DPD  Kuwait's  role  and 
responsibility  and  tlirough  the  weekly  transition  calls  with  the  DPD’s  in  .Afglianistan  and  Iraq  is 
satisfied  with  their  understanding  of  their  transition  roles  and  responsibilities.  Eurther,  the 
transition  is  conditions-based  and  is  reflective  of  the  country  in  which  the  transition  is  occurring. 
What  has  not  been  captured  by  the  DODICi  team  is  the  ever-changing  conditions  and  planning 
necessary'  to  accomplish  a  non-interfering  transition  in  a  wartime  env  ironment.  'ITie  roles  and 
responsibilities  of  the  Deputy  Program  Directors  in  Iraq  and  Afglianistan  will  also  be  updated 
and  operational  transition  plan  will  be  complete  on  04  Sep  2009. 

b.  Develop  a  coiuiti'y-specinc  tninsition  plan  that  details  the  role  and 
responsibilities  for  transfening  from  the  Logi.stics  C.lvil  .Augmentation  Program  III 
contractor  to  the  Logistics  Civil  .Augmentation  program  IV  performance  contractors. 

4b.  Concur.  Tlie  DPD's  w  ill  assume  responsibility  for  the  transition  in  their  respective  countries 
following  the  Post  Award  Conference  (P.AC)  for  each  award.  Further,  to  assist  the  DPD's  it  is 
the  intent  of  the  Executive  Director  to  deploy  members  of  the  LOGC.AP  I\'  Transition  Team  to 
Iraq  and  Afglianistan.  .Additionally,  the  transition  plan  will  reflect  the  direction  of  the  US 
Military'  Commander's  (MNF-1  &  USFOR-A)  authoritative  representative  on  the  groinid.  based 
on  conditions,  e.g  hostile,  elections.  The  DPD's  will  complete  a  country  .specific  tactical 
transition  plan  60  days  after  the  P.AC. 
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c.  Include  the  Defeniie  Contract  Management  Agency  and  the  military  units  in 
country  in  the  planning  process  for  transfening  Logistics  f 'i\1l  Augmentation  Program 
work  so  that  warfighter  operations  will  nut  be  interrupted. 

4c.  Non-Coiicur  with  the  statement  that  infers  this  was  not  accomplished.  Tlie  LOGC.AP  did 
include  Dol'ense  Contract  Management  .Agency  iuid  the  supported  units  in  the  planning  proeess. 
llie  e.'vamples  of  this  inclusion  are:  the  E.secutive  Director  met  with  senior  officers  on  the  ground 
explaining  the  process  and  the  rationale  as  to  why  we  could  not  transition,  c.g.  protests.  Joining 
him  in  these  meetings  was  the  DPD-Kuwait  and  his  point  of  contact  from  the  supported  unit, 
file  following  are  examples: 

-  DPD-Kuwait  began  working  with  Supported  Units.  DCMA  and  Rock  Island  in  the  fall 
of  2007  to  develop  the  LOGCAP  IV  Perfonnance  Work  Statements  (PWS).  They  were 
completed  May-Jun  08  and  submitted  to  LOGCAP  IV  PCO. 

-DPD-Kuwait  provided  written  notification  dated  12  Jun  08  entitled  Kuw'ait  Site  Visits 
for  Transition  to  Fourth  Iteration  of  LOGC.AP,  to  supported  units.  Government-only  Site  Visits 
(GSV)  conducted  II-  I.J  Jul.  teams  consisted  of  DPD-Kuwait.  DCMA-Kuwait,  RICC  PCO, 
I..egal,  LOD-Belvoir  and  Supported  Units  for  Kuwaiti  sites. 

-  Contractor  Site  Visits  (CSV)  conducted  14-18  Jul  08;  teams  consisted  of  DPD-Kuwait. 
DCM.A-Kuwait,  RICC  PCO,  I.egal.  LOD-llcIvoir,  Supported  Units  and  Contractors  for  Kuwaiti 
sites.  Primary  goal  wiis  to  discuss  the  task  order  scopes  and  tour  the  task  order  locations.  Site 
visits  were  conducted  with  LOGCAP,  DCMA,  and  the  Supported  Ihiits.  Due  to  scheduled 
rotations,  the  outgoing  units  conducted  the  site  visits,  while  the  incoming  units  executed  the 
transition. 

-On  2  .Aug  08,  on  behalf  of  CG  AMC,  CG  .ASC  and  LOGC.AP  E.xecutive  Director, 
Deputy  Program  Director-Kuwait  via  email  updated  MG  .Anderson.  USARCF.NT  DCG,  BG 
Bunch.  1st  TSC  DCG.  BG  Frink.  31 1th  CG  and  subordinate  units  on  the  LOGC.AP  IV  transition 
progress.  DPD-Kuwait  provided  the  updated  timeline  depicting  the  Kuwait  task  orders  ha.sed  on 
supported  units’  operational  requirements  and  the  'llieater  milestones  for  .Afghanistan  and  Iraq. 
DPD-Kuwait  infonned  all  that  the  next  milestone  was  to  release  the  request  for  proposals  to 
contractors  NLT  26  .Aug  08. 

-Kuwait  LOCiCAP  IV  Transition  Interim  Process  Reviews  (IPRs)  began  8  Oct  08  and 
were  conducted  weekly  hy  DPD-Kuwait.  IPRs  were  held  with  DPD-KUW.AIT,  DCMA. 
Supported  Units  and  LCIII  Contractor  to  ensure  that  the  supported  units  understood  the  transition 
process  and  what  to  expect  from  the  LCIII  Contractor  and  the  Government  for  a  seamless 
transition.  It  was  e.xpressed  during  several  IPRs  by  both  the  DPD  :uid  LCIII  contractor  that  there 
would  be  no  degradation  in  mission,  lliere  was  total  awareness  on  behalf  of  the  support  units 
that  no  contlicts  existed  between  proposed  plans  and  their  current  mission.  Transition  plans 
were  hriefed  to  supported  units  for  their  concurrence  and  approval  prior  to  being  finalized.  Upon 
review',  adjustments  to  transition  plans  were  made  to  accommodate  concerns  or  upcoming 
missions.  Supported  Units  were  not  always  in  attendance  during  IPRs. 
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-DPD-Kuwait  hold  sevoral  mcolings  with  Kuwait  AOR  supported  units.  1st  Theater 
Support  Command.  31 1th  Kxpeditionar>’  Support  Command.  420th  Movement  Control  Brigade, 

1 186lh  'ITB;  1641h  TAOG  for  LIdairi  iuid  TMDE  in  support  of  ,AMC.  to  discuss  the  way  forward 
for  I.OGC.AP  lY  transition.  DPD-Kuwait  provided  proposed  transition  plans  to  the  3 1 1th  ESC 
29  Oet  08  to  be  forwarded  to  the  appropriate  units.  Briefings  were  also  eondueted  by  LCIII 
contractor  to  the  supported  units.  Awards  for  the  titsk  orders  were  made  7  Nov  08  for  the  Kuwait 
AOR  iuid  19  Nov  08  for  Uikiiri  and  'fMDE,  all  of  which  were  protested  to  GAO.  During 
DODIG  inter\  iews.  DPD-Kuwait  commented  that  their  comments  in  reference  to  including  units 
in  the  planning  phase  when  more  specific  information  was  known  about  the  transition  process 
was  in  reference  to  the  protest  period,  not  the  overall  plaiuting  process.  Until  the  decision  of  the 
G.40  on  the  protest,  no  additional  infoniiation  could  be  provided  on  transition  e.xecution. 

-  Tlie  DODIG  team  was  invited  to  return  after  the  protest  period  and  obsers’e  the 
transition  projected  to  begin  after  15  Feb  09,  but  declined  stating  that  their  schedule  could  not 
accommodate  a  return  visit.  GAO  rendered  a  decision  on  the  Kuwait  .AOR  10  Feb  09  in  favor  of 
the  Gos’emment.  'llie  LOGC.AP  IV  PCO  issued  a  Notice  to  Proceed  to  the  successful  contractor, 
DynCorp,  on  12  Feb  09.  On  23  Feb  09,  GAO  rendered  a  decision  in  favor  of  the  Government  on 
Udairi  and  TMDE  iuid  I.OGC.AP  IV  PCO  issued  a  Notice  to  Proceed. 

-'Hie  official  transition  period  for  the  three  task  orders  was  23  Feb  09-  12  Jun  09.  'fhe 
task  orders  transitions  were  completed  as  follows:  27  .Apr  09  for  ’lA-IDE,  19  May  09  for  Udairi. 
and  6  Jun  09  for  Kuwait  AOR.  Tliis  was  a  complete  Team  elTort  invob  ing  I.OGC.AP,  DCM.A, 
Supported  Units  and  Contractors,  'fnuisitions  were  accomplished  lAW  the  LOGC.AP 
Operations  Order  and  Plan,  which  pro\'ided  a  guideline  for  e.vecution  of  all  key  elements, 
property  and  mission  transfer.  'Iliese  were  executed  without  any  adverse  impacts  to  mission 
support. 

-'Die  keys  to  the  successful  completion  were  joint  meetings,  DCM.A  property  transfer 
plan,  open  communication,  and  the  flexibility  built  in  the  plan,  which  allowed  for  adjustment  for 
Supported  Units'  ongoing  mission  execution.  Udairi  traitsitioned  while  the  .Ax'iation  Battalion 
executed  deplovinent  execution  for  a  combat  unit  moving  into  Iraq,  without  any  mission 
degradation. 

-LOGC.AP  III  to  IV  transfers  in  .Afghanistan:  Over  the  last  six  months,  there  have 
been  numerous  meetings  between  the  DPD-i\fghanistan.  DCM/A.  and  the  warfighter  to  discuss 
the  LOGC.AP  III  to  IV  transition  and  its  operational  impact.  In  early  .August  2009  there  will  be  a 
Post  Award  and  'fransition  Conference  in  which  DCMA  is  a  key  participant,  'llie  purpose  is  to 
develop  and  integrate  an  .Afghanistan-specific  transition  plan  that  details  the  roles  and 
responsibilities  of  the  DPO-yAfghiuiistan.  DCM.A.  contractors,  and  the  warfighter.  By  30  Sep  09, 
the  DPD-.Alghanist.'ui  will  complete  the  tactical  transition  to  transfer  services  from  the  LOGC.AP 
III  contractor  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  performance  contractors. 
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Department  of  Defense 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

Transition  Planning  for  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  IV  Contract 
Project  No.  D2008-DOOO.A.S-0270.000 
.lunc  26,  2009 


Finding  B.  Iniplrnienting  C?ost -Control  Methods  in  the  Acquisition  Plan 

B.  We  recommend  that  the  Exeeutive  Direetor,  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program; 

1.  Require  the  procuring  contracting  officer  to: 

a.  Complete  the  standard  performance  work  statement  for  the  Logisties  Civil 
.Augmentation  Program  before  competing  the  transfer  of  task  onlers  for  Iraq  and 
•Afghanistim. 

Bla.  Non-Concur.  We  disagree  with  the  statement  that  the  Executive  Director  of  the  LOGCAP 
“should  require  the  procuring  contracting  officer  to  complete  the  standard  performance  work 
statement  ..."  llte  development  of  the  perfomiance  work  statement  is  an  inherently 
programmatic  function.  The  contracting  officer’s  role  is  to  assist  in  this  process.  This  we  have 
done. 

We  concur  with  the  recommendation  to  implement  standardization  in  the  requirements 
documenLs  where  it  is  feasible  and  beneficial.  From  the  period  November  2008  through 
Februarx'  2009,  the  RICC  was  iui  active  participant  in  the  development  of  a  standardized 
performance  work  statement,  and  the  driving  force  behind  the  development  of  a  corresponding 
pricing  matrix  concept  which  became  the  basis  for  the  Afghanistan  North  South  AOR  task 
order  competition.  On  7  Jul  09,  two  task  orders  were  awarded  on  the  basis  of  this  solicitation. 
We  acknowledge  the  value  of  incorporating  a  standardized  perfomiance  work  statement  (PWS) 
for  those  LOGCAP  services  which  are  recurring  in  nature,  and  it  is  our  intention  to  deploy  a 
similar  approach  for  the  Iraq  base  life  support  requirements.  While  there  are  obvious  benefits  to 
be  derived  from  the  use  of  a  standardized  PW'S,  the  concept  is  not  suited  to  everx'  LOGC.AP 
requirement.  We  spent  substantial  time  and  elTort  studying  this  issue  during  the  development  of 
the  Afghanistan  LOGC.AP  requirements  package,  and  we  concluded  that  it  is  base  life  support 
requirements  which  most  readily  lend  themselves  to  standardization,  'llie  requirements  in 
Kuwait  arc  resistant  to  standardization  due  to  their  highly  specialized  and  varied  nature. 
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b.  Use  historical  data  from  prior  Logistics  Civil  Augnieiitation  Program  work  to 
complete  a  pricing  model  to  assist  units  in  developing  requirements. 

nib.  Non-Concur.  Tlic  .Afghanistan  task  order  model  provides  a  similar  benefit  using  a 
different  tactic.  Tlie  /Afghanistan  task  orders  contain  competitively  established  price  matrices 
from  which  the  supported  units  may  execute  requirements  as  needed.  /Any  serviee  in  the  priee 
matrix  can  be  activated  or  deactivated  at  a  known  price  without  the  need  for  price  negotiation. 

c.  Kstablish  a  plan  to  identify  grmds  and  serxices  xvitliin  the  task  orders  that  could  be 
acquired  using  a  firm  fixed  price,  and  develop  firm-flxed-price  task  order  requirements. 

Blc.  Concur.  AVe  agree  with  the  recommendation  to  seek  opportunities  to  use  firm  fixed  priced 
task  orders  where  feasible.  A\'c  would  emphasize,  however,  that  the  suitability  of  a  fimi  fixed 
price  contract  type  is  not  driven  so  much  by  PAA'S  stiuidardization,  as  it  is  by  the  stability  of  the 
requirement  itself.  A  fimi  fi.xed  price  instniment  is  preferred  when  the  requirement  is 
sufficiently  stable  to  allow  a  contractor  to  predict  with  reasonable  reliability  the  volume  and 
content  of  the  work  to  be  performed. 

AA'hile  we  remain  vigilant  in  seeking  opportunities  to  apply  some  fonn  of  fi.xed  pricing  to  the 
I.CXiC.AP  requirements,  the  fluidity  of  operations  in  the  .Afghanistan  and  Iraq  AORs  for  the 
foreseeable  future  dictates  the  continued  use  of  predominantly  cost  type  instruments.  Having 
said  this,  we  have  engaged  with  JCC-I  to  identify  services  which  may  be  suitable  for  fi.xed  priced 
non-LOGC.AP  contract  vehicles.  These  alternatives  will  be  considered  as  we  formulate  our  base 
life  support  competition  plan  for  Iraq. 

The  I,OGC.AP  team  is  also  actively  engaged  in  initiatives  to  improve  the  pricing  relating  aspects 
of  our  contracting  procc.ss.  AV'hcrc  the  requirements  are  not  sulficicntly  stable  to  support  the  use 
of  fi.xed  pricing,  we  are  using  serx'ice  price  matrices  to  preserve  to  the  maximum  e.xtent  possible, 
the  price  related  benefits  of  the  competition.  As  indicated  previously,  this  feature  allows  the 
supported  unit  to  select  standard  LOGC.AP  services  from  a  priced  list  througliout  the  life  of  the 
task  order  minimizing  administrative  burden,  holding  in  place  competitive  prices  for  the  fee 
establishment  purposes,  and  establishing  a  benchmark  for  cost  control  measurement. 
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Final  Report 
Reference 


2.  Vsilidatc  that  the  Deputy  Program  Directors  coordinate  with  the  Defense  C'ontract 
Management  Agency  and  the  militaiy  units  in  country  when  developing  performance  work 
statements  requirements  to  guarantee  that  they  accurately  reflect  warfighter  missions. 

2.  Non-Concur.  Warfighter  missions  are  not  entered  into  the  development  of  the  PWS,  rather 
their  requirements  for  serx'ices  are  captured  based  on  the  conditions  and  the  ser\'iees  required. 

The  IG  Report  states  that  the  LOGt.'.AP  PC.'O  did  not  develop  a  standardized  performance 
work  statement  before  issuing  the  three  Kuwait  task  oiders  (p.  10). 

PWS  standardization  eommeneed  in  e;irly  2008,  at  least  a  year  prior,  and  the  resultant 
standardized  PWS  was  used  in  the  development  of  the  LOGC.4P  IV  task  orders,  ’fhe  LOGC.AP 
Kuwait  PMO  established  a  team  to  develop  the  PWS  for  Kuwait.  Iraq  .uid  Afghiuiistiui  to  ensure 
PWS  standardization  across  the  theatre.  I.OGCAP  was  originally  notified  of  the  initiative  to 
standardize  PWSs  across  the  theatre  in  an  email  from  LTC  Kerry  Carlos,  1 2  Jan  08,  serving  as  a 
LOGCAP  Support  Officer,  Rock  Island,  assisting  with  LC  IV  PWS  development. 

DC'.M.V  and  cuntracturs  in  Kuwait  stated  that  the  LOGC.AP  IV  performance  work 
statement  was  very  broad,  which  allowed  the  contractor  to  make  assumptions  about  the 
requirements  (p.  10). 

Hie  LOGC.AP  PMO  PWS  development  team  produced  detailed  PWSs  for  the  Kiwait  task 
orders.  As  with  any  solicitation,  potential  contractors  made  assumptions  and  sought  clarification. 
In  response,  LOGC.AP-KLI  hosted  site  visits,  conducted  briefs  and  entertained  vendor  questions 
in  order  to  provide  each  contractor  opportunities  to  conduct  vigorous  due  diligence.  The  true  test 
of  the  thoroughness  of  the  issued  PWSs  and  the  contractors’  understanding  thereof  is  reflected  in 
the  responsiveness  of  the  proposal  and  success  of  the  transition.  LOGCAP-KU  has  successfully 
transitioned  all  Kuwait  Task  Oders  to  LCXIC.AP  IV. 
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Final  Report 
Reference 


LOCiCAP  IV'  Pcrfonmincc  Work  Statement 

In  this  section,  the  report  states  that  .  absent  a  standardized  performance  work 
statement  the  UPD-Kmvait  assisted  in  the  development  of  the  peidomiance  work  statement 
for  the  LOGf  'AP  contractors  in  Kuwait  (pH). 

As  previously  stated,  the  PWS  standardization  initiative  was  in  process  months  prior  to  the 
completion  of  the  Kuwait  PWS.  'llie  PWS  development  project  was  a  collaborative  effort 
hetween  the  I.OGC.VP  PMO  PWS  development  team  and  I,OGC.'\P-KU  team,  through  open 
lines  of  communication  to  all  appropriate  parties. 

llie  DCMA  .Administrative  Contracting  Oifice  (.ACO)  stated  that  the  DPD-Kuwait  did  not 
request  input  from  DCM.A  when  dex  eloping  the  perfomiance  work  statement.  Regardless,  the 
DCMA  official  stated  that  they  provided  the  DPD-Kuwait  with  comments  and  corrections  for  the 
perfonnance  work  statement.  However,  the  DCM.A  olTicial  stated  that  the  DPD-Kuwait  did  not 
make  the  changes. 

Involving  all  units  receiving  support  under  the  I.OGC.AP  contract.  I.OC!C.AP-KU  began  the 
process  of  updating  the  I,C  III  Statement  of  Work  and  compiling  current  operational  input  for  the 
LC  IV  PWS  on  20  May  2008.  Weekly .  biweekly  meetings  were  held  with  leadership,  COR’s 
and  other  I 'nit  representatives  on  tlie  ground  to  ensure  the  capture  of  current  operational  input. 

In  addition,  the  assigned  LMS  worked  one-on-one  with  Unit  points  of  contact.  During  this  same 
period,  a  RIP/TO.A  was  underway  for  the  Movement  Control  Battalion  (MCB).  I,OGCAP-KU 
worked  directly  with  the  outgoing  MCB  official,  who  had  been  on  the  ground  for  the  last  year,  to 
ensure  that  critical  information  on  current  MCB  operations  at  the  various  nodes  was  captured, 
'llie  resultant  update  ;uid  compilation,  which  fonned  the  basis  of  the  LC  IV  PWS,  as  provided  to 
the  Rock  Island  PWS  Development  Team  in  Jul  08.  'llie  basis  for  the  PWS  was  not.  as  stated  in 
the  report.  “Tactics,  Techniques,  and  Procedures  and  statements  of  work  .  . .  that  had  not  been 
updated  in  over  a  year  ;uul  did  not  reflect  current  operations”,  'llie  DCMA  OlTicial  working  this 
task  order  wanted  to  update  the  current  I.OGC.AP  III  SOW  by  incorporating  all  outstanding 
.Administrative  Change  Letters  with  which  the  contractor  and  DCM.A  were  working.  DPD- 
Kuwait  provided  that  input  to  the  units,  however,  the  units  did  not  sign  otTon  the  updated 
LOGCAP  III  SOW,  but  rather  focused  on  LOGC.AP  IV  PWS  dei  elopment.  which  included  all 
the  chimges. 

Tlie  LOGC.AP-KU  ACO  was  invited  to  participate  in  LOGCAP  IV  PWS  development 
requirements  refinement  meetings  with  Supported  Units  hy  email  dated  17  May  08  from  ,11 1th 
E,\peditionar\'  Sastainment  Command  (ESC)  Contracts  Management  Officer-in-Charge 
(attached).  Tlie  .ACO  initially  attended  these  sessions  but  her  participation  eventually  ceased. 
During  the  early  sessions,  the  .ACO  offered  chimges  '  corrections  to  the  Postal  mission. 

However,  chimges  were  not  aeeepted  by  the  Unit  as  the  changes'eorreetions  requested  were  at 
odds  with  the  postal  regulations.  .Also,  the  Postal  mission  was  in  the  process  of  trimsferring  from 
Task  Order  1 47  (Kuwait)  to  Task  Order  1 39  (Iraq)  and  the  Unit  felt  it  best  to  leave  these 
decisions  to  the  receiving  leadership  in  Iraq  and  to  the  TO  139  .ACO.  Tlirough  weekly 
disciLssions.  ACO  was  updated  on  progress  and  issues  by  the  LMS  assigned  to  TO  147. 
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'Ilie  initial  I.OCiCAP  IV  PWS  developed  ICW  IX’MA  and  the  supported  units  were  forwarded  to 
LOGCAP  IV  PCO  Jun  08.  who  provided  it  to  the  LOGCAP  IV  performanee  contractors  for 
review  and  comments  in  preparation  for  the  July  site  visit.  LOGC.AP-KU  briefed  31  Ith  Support 
Operations  Oll'icer  (SPO)  on  the  resulting  LOGCAP  IV  PWS  update  July  08.  31 1th  ESC  SPO 
signed  off  on  the  acquisition  review  board  packet  Aug  08,  which  included  the  approved  unit's 
LOGCAP  IV  PWS. 
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Department  of  Defense 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

Transition  Planning  for  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  IV  Contract 
Project  No.  D2008-DOOO.A.S-0270.000 
.lunc  26,  2009 


Finding  C.  Oversight  of  Property 

C.  We  reeomniend  that  the  Exeeutive  Director,  l>ogistirs  Civil  .Vugnientation  Program 
require  that  the  Commander,  Defense  Contract  Management  .Vgency  International  ensure 
that  a  property  administrator  doeunient  and  maintain  an  aeeurate  list  of  Logistic  C.'ivil 
.\ugnientation  Program  IV  property  and  equipment  by  task  order  to  ensure  accountability 
for  the  property. 

C.  Non-Conciir.  Pursuant  to  the  Goveriunent  Property  Clause  and  F.-VR  Subpart  45. 105  in  elfect 
at  the  time  the  LOCiC.VP  III  contract  was  awarded,  the  contractor’s  records  are  the  official 
Government  property  records.  Tliis  clause  is  still  valid  in  all  LOGC.VP  III  contracts.  FAR 
45. 105  then  in  elfect  prohibited  the  LOGC.AP  program  office  from  keeping  duplicate  records: 

F.AR  45.105  Records  of  Government  property. 

(a)  Contractor  records  of  Government  property  established  and  maintained  under  the  temis 
of  the  contract  are  the  olTicial  Govemmenl  property  records.  Duplicate  olficial  records  shall 
not  be  furnished  to  or  maintained  by  Government  personnel,  except  as  prov  ided  in 
paragraph  (b)  of  this  section. 

(b)  Contracts  may  provide  for  the  contracting  office  to  maintain  the  Goveniment's  official 
Government  property  records  when  the  contracting  olfice  retains  contract  administration  and 
Goventment  property  is  furnished  to  a  contractor 

( 1 )  For  repair  or  servicing  and  return  to  the  shipping  organization; 

(2)  For  use  on  a  Government  installation: 

(3)  Under  a  local  support  service  contract; 

(4)  Under  a  contract  with  a  short  perfomiance  period;  or 

(5)  When  otherwise  detennined  hy  the  contracting  officer  to  be  in  the  Government’s 
interest. 
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FAR  Part  45,  dated  June  2007,  no  longer  includes  this  direction  in  FAR  45. 105.  LOGC.^P  IV 
contracts  contain  the  June  2007  FAR  P;irt  45  clause  52.245-1  and  the  responsibility  for  property 
management  is  covered  therein. 

DCM.A  provides  contract  property  administration  scrt'iccs  to  the  LOOCAP  Program  Office  as 
described  in  FAR  Subpart  42.201  &  Part  45.  The  contractor  is  required  to  control  the  use. 
preserve,  protect,  repair  and  maintain  Govenimcnt  property  in  accordance  with  the  Government 
Property  Clause.  'ITie  DCMA  Property  .4dministrator  perfomis  a  Property  Management  System 
.Analysis  annually  on  each  I.OGC.VP  system  segment  to  validate  that  the  contractor  is 
performing  in  accordance  with  the  contract.  It  would  be  out  of  DCM.A's  scope  to  maintain  a 
listing  of  the  government  property  held  by  each  LOGC.4P  contractor. 
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Defense  Contract  Management  Agency  International 
Comments 


IN  REPtY 
REFER  TO 


nCMAI-C 


DEFENSE  CONTRACT  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY 
DEFENSE  CONTRACT  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY  INTERNATIONAL 
6359  Walker  Lane.  Suite  220 
Alexandria,  Virginia  22310-3259 


July  24.  2009 


MF-MORANIJl'M  FOR  DtPL'  TY  ASSI.S  I  ANT  INSPHC  FOR  GENliRAl..  ACQl.HSn  iON 
AND  CONTRACT  MANACiEMHNl ,  DKI’ARl  MEN!  OF 
DEFENSE  INSPir  iOR  GENFRAL 


StlBJECT:  Rcspunse  lo  Draft  Report.  DoD  Project  No.  D2O08-l)OOOAS-O270.OOO, 

Transilion  Planning  for  ihe  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  IV  Contract 


In  accordance  wiTli  your  rci|ucst  of  June  26,  2009,  we  have  reviewed  the  draft  repnn 
concerning  DCNTA  Kuwait.  We  have  restated  Recommendation  D  and  provitle  our 
comments  below . 

D  H'e  recommend  that  I  he  Commander.  Defense  Coniracling  Management  Agency 
huernational: 

/.  Identify  a  process  to  hold  the  quality  assurance  representative  and  contractor 
ojflcer  s  representatives  accountahle  for  not  completing  surwillance  requirements  required 
hy  the  delegation  matrix  and  Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  42.302.  "Contract 
Administration  Functions.  " 

Non-concur;  Defense  Contract  Management  .Agency  International  (DC  MAI)  non¬ 
concurs  with  the  recommendation  to  identify  a  process  to  hold  quality  assurance 
representatives  and  contracting  officer's  representatives  accountahle  for  not  completing 
surveillance  |•e^uircments  because  DCMA  Kuwait  already  has  processes  in  place  to  hold 
personnel  accountable.  ITie  Defense  Contract  Management  Agency  (DCMA).  Contract 
Management  Ollice  (CMO)  Iraq/Kuwait,  captures  monthly  audit  metrics  for  both  the  Quality 
Assurance  Representatives  (t^ARs)  .and  the  Contracting  Officer  Representatives  (CORs)  to 
include  the  number  of  audits  scheduled  agaimst  the  number  of  audits  performed.  1110 
lix-queney  of  audits  scheduled  is  based  upon  a  risk  assessment  of  the  sen  ices  being  provided, 
The  lead  QAR  provides  monthly  metrics  to  the  DCMA  Kuwait  Commander  on  .surveillance 
requirements.  Further,  inherent  in  the  position  of  DCMA  Kuwait  Commander  is  the 
authority  to  take  action  against  personnel  who  are  not  adequately  performing  in  iheir 
positions  and  lo  manage  hi.s  mission  with  the  resources  made  available.  Also.  DCMA 
Intcmaiional  (DCMAl)  is  provided  weekly  situational  reports  for  analysis  (hat  include  status 
of  audits  eompicled  versus  those  scheduled. 
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2.  y alidate  that  the  quality  assurance  representative  develops  a  monthly  schedule  of 
services  planned  for  review  and  that  reviews  are  completed  as  required. 

Non-concur:  DCMAI  non-concurs  with  the  recommendation  to  validate  that  QARs 
develop  a  monthly  schedule  of  services  planned  for  review  and  that  reviews  are  completed  as 
required  because  DCMA  Kuwait  already  validates  that  QARs  develop  a  monthly  schedule  of 
services  planned  for  review  and  ensures  reviews  are  completed.  However,  eompletion  of 
reviews  may  be  impacted  based  upon  required  service  changes  and  troop  movements.  Every 
DCMAI  Contingency  QAR  is  required  to  develop  a  monthly  sehedule  of  surveillance 
reviews  for  each  contract  under  their  cogni2ance.  TTie  schedule  is  based  upon  the  size, 
complexity,  risk,  geographical  span  of  the  service  being  evaluated  and  contract  requirements. 
Each  QAR  is  required  to  maintain  metrics  of  the  number  of  audits  scheduled  versus  the 
number  of  audits  performed  and  ail  audit  results  are  posted  to  a  shared  database.  QAR 
surveillance  metrics  are  provided  to  the  DCMA  Kuwait  Commander  on  a  monthly  basis.  If 
surveillance  is  not  being  performed  in  accordance  with  the  monthly  schedule,  the  lead  QAR 
or  Commander  will  review  the  circumstances  and  determine  the  appropriate  action  required 
to  take  to  ensure  mission  completion.  DCMA  Kuwait  will  be  reminded  to  ensure  QARs  are 
developing  their  monthly  schedules  and  completing  their  reviews. 

3.  Require  the  quality  assurance  representative  to  provide  additional  training  to 
contracting  officer 's  representative  on  their  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation  Program 
responsibilities. 

Non-concur:  DCMAI  non-concurs  with  the  recommendation  to  require  the  QAR  to 
provide  additional  training  to  CORs  on  their  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program 
(LOGCAP)  responsibilities  because  Kuwait  QARs  already  provides  additional  training  to  all 
newly  assigned  CORs  who  provide  oversight  on  DCMA  Kuwait  delegated  contracts.  COR 
training  is  provided  at  both  Camp  AriQan  and  Camp  Buehring  for  CORs  assigned  to 
contracts  in  Kuwait.  Training  is  also  provided  in  Kuwait  for  CORs  that  will  provide  COR 
oversight  for  the  LOGCAP  III  Task  Order  1 59  in  Iraq.  DCMA  specific  LOGCAP  training  is 
provided  in  a  two-hour  block  of  instruction  as  part  of  the  Army  Contracting  Command 
(ACC)  three-day  COR  training  program.  The  entire  subject  training  is  required  prior  to  the 
ACO  appointment  of  the  COR.  However,  the  DCMA  Kuwait  Commander  will  be  tasked  to 
ascertain  the  adequacy  of  the  training  provided  to  the  CORs  and  report  on  any  recommended 
training  improvement  areas. 

4.  Assess  the  workload  of  the  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation  Program  contracting 
officer 's  representative  and  identify  actions  that  can  be  taken  to  balance  workload  demands. 

Non-concur:  DCMAI  non-concurs  with  the  recommendation  to  assess  the  workload 
of  the  LOGCAP  CORs  and  identify  actions  that  can  be  taken  to  balance  workload  demands 
because  DCMA  International  and  DCMA  Kuwait  already  regularly  review  workload 
demands  as  mission  requirements  change  and  adjust  resources  to  meet  the  changing 
requirements.  Contracting  and  Program  organizations  are  continually  reminded  to  ensure 
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COR  requirements  are  sourced  prior  to  delegating  any  contracts  to  DCMA.  Additionally,  as 
part  of  the  RJP/TOA  process,  supported  units  review  COR  oversight  workload  demands  and 
assign  necessary  resources  to  ensure  adequate  COR  coverage.  If  additional  surveillance 
requirements  cannot  be  adequately  supported  with  existing  resources,  the  DCMA  Kuwait 
Commander  coordinates  a  request  for  additional  resources  through  his  chain  of  command  or 
engages  with  the  supported  unit  commander  to  provide  additional  COR  support, 

5.  Instruct  members  of  the  Logistics  Civil  Augmentation  Program  Performance 
Evaluation  Board  to  review,  in  advance,  contracting  officer ‘s  representatives'  peiformance 
summary  reports  and  not  to  provide  numerical  ratings  to  contractors  when  performance 
summary  reports  are  not  accurate. 

Concur;  All  performance  evaluation  board  (PEB)  data  is  provided  and  then  scored  by 
the  board  members  in  accordance  with  the  Award  Fee  Evaluation  Board  (AFEB)  guidelines. 
Score  roll  ups  come  from  the  PEB  and  not  the  CORs.  No  numerical  scores  are  to  be 
provided  to  the  contractor.  Personnel  will  be  re-instructed  on  the  PEB/ AFEB  process.  Also, 
Rock  Island  Contracting  Command  (RJCC)  is  in  the  process  of  amending  the  AFEB  process 
for  LOGCAP  IV.  It  is  our  understanding  tliat  RICC  changes  to  the  AFEB  process  will 
address  the  concerns  associated  with  this  recommendation. 

6.  Postpone  any  meeting  of  the  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation  Program  Performance 
Evaluation  Board  when  information  that  the  Defense  Contracting  Management  Agency 
quality  assurance  representative  and  contractor  officer's  representatives  have  to  present  is 
not  consistent  or  accurate. 

Concur:  DCMAI  and  DCMA  Kuwait  fully  concur  with  this  recommendation  as  this 
has  always  been  an  option  for  a  Commander.  It  is  critical  that  accurate  data  be  reflected  at 
each  PEB.  DCMA  Kuwait  has  a  process  for  requesting  performance  evaluation  inputs  from 
the  CORs  and  QARs.  This  information  is  reviewed  by  the  respective  ACO  and  Commander 
each  month  for  consistency  and  accuracy.  DCMA  Contingency  CMOs  will  be  reminded  of 
the  importance  of  obtaining  accurate,  factual  data  for  their  PEBs. 

7.  Direct  the  Logistic  Civil  Augmentation  Program  quality  assurance  representative 
to: 

a.  Update  the  review  checklists  to  contain  current  information  from  the  Logistics 
Civil  Augmentation  Program  statements  of  work  and  militaiy  units '  documents  and  to 
include  a  section  for  comments. 

Concur;  As  an  integral  part  of  the  transition  from  LOGCAP  111  to  LOGCAP  IV,  the 
QAR  developed  a  surveillance  checklist  from  the  LOGCAP  Performance  Work  Statement. 
The  CORs  will  use  the  same  checklist  for  their  areas  of  responsibility.  These  updated 
checklists  include  a  section  for  comments. 
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b.  Conduct  and  document  the  required  number  of  reviews  each  month. 

Non-concur;  DCMAI  non-concurs  with  the  recommendation  to  direct  the  LOGCAP 
QAR  to  conduct  and  document  the  required  number  of  reviews  each  month  because  this 
requirement  exists  and  is  being  accomplished  as  stated  earlier.  No  additional  QAR  direction 
is  required.  DCMA  Kuwait  will  continue  conducting  and  documenting  the  required  number 
of  QAR  reviews  each  montli. 

c.  Validate  that  contracting  officer ‘s  representatives  complete  the  required  number  of 
surveillance  reviews  each  month. 

Concur;  DCMA  Kuwait  will  ensure  QARs  review  COR  surveillance  audits  and  also 
do  desk  audits  of  CORs  on  a  regulai-  basis.  For  example  on  one  of  DCMA  Kuwait’s  higher 
risk  contracts,  over  the  last  three  months  there  have  been  127, 119,  and  1 1 1  audits  completed 
respectively,  and  123  audits  required.  This  equates  to  an  average  of  97%  of  the  required 
audits  for  this  contract. 

d.  Accompany  contracting  officer ‘s  representatives  during  the  required  number  of 
contractor  inspections  to  ensure  consistent  evaluations  of  contractor  performance. 

Non-concur:  DCMAI  non-concurs  with  the  recommendation  to  direct  LOGCAP 
QARs  to  accompany  CORs  during  the  required  number  of  contactor  inspections  to  ensure 
consistent  evaluations  of  contractor  performance.  The  COR  structure  in  Kuwait  is  much 
more  advanced  than  other  areas  in  Southwest  Asia.  There  is  a  pyramidal  COR 
organizational  structure  which  places  a  COR  above  numerous  Assistant  CORs  (ACOR). 

Each  of  these  ACORs  feeds  their  audit  data  to  the  COR,  in  addition  to  providing  a  copy  to 
the  QAR.  The  COR  provides  a  monthly  performance  evaluation  to  the  QAR  at  the  end  of  the 
month  in  accordance  with  the  individual  Quality  Assurance  Surveillance  Plan. 

DCMA  Kuwait  currently  has  103  CORs,  152  ACORs,  and  10  QARs.  Each  QAR 
manages  an  average  of  25  COR/ACORs.  The  QARs  perform  an  average  of  25  audits  per 
month,  including  5  to  1 0  COR  joint  audits  per  month.  This  is  in  addition  to  the  5  COR 
surveillance  audits  per  month.  QARs  are  also  required  to  perform  initial  and  recurring  COR 
training.  CORs  perform  various  types  of  surveillance,  to  include  inspections,  monitoring, 
random  sampling,  and  process  audits  on  eleven  military  installations  within  Kuwait.  These 
are  often  imscheduled  and  done  as  part  of  the  COR’s  other  mission-related  duties  throughout 
the  country.  It  is  neither  practical  nor  feasible  for  a  QAR  to  accompany  a  COR  during  the 
COR’s  required  number  of  inspections  per  month.  However,  there  is  a  requirement  for 
QARs  to  conduct  a  minimum  amount  of  joint  audits  with  their  CORs.  DCMA  Kuwait 
requires  that  QARs  conduct  a  minimum  of  five  joint  audits  per  month  with  the  CORs  to 
ensure  consistent  evaluations  of  contractor  performance. 
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e.  Review  contracting  officer  x  re/trexentatives  performance  xiiinniary  reports  to 
ensure  that  the  written  assessments  are  accurate  and  indicate  the  section  of  the  contract 's 
statement  of  work  being  assessed. 

Non-concur:  DCMAI  non-concurs  wi(h  the  recommendation  because  DCMA  Kuwait 
already  collects  all  COR  audit  data  and  perlormance  stimmary  reports  into  a  consolidated 
database,  and  the  reports  are  reviewed  for  accuracy  by  the  ACO,  the  lead  QAR,  and  the 
Commander.  Every  input  includes  the  applicable  SOW  paragraph  being  es  aluaied. 
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